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Current Topics. 


The Cause Lists. 

WE REFERRED last week to the Chancery Cause Lists. The 
King’s Bench Lists, which have subsequently been issued, shew 
a total of 599 causes, as against 740 at the commencement of 
the Michaelmas Sittings, and 661 a year ago. The Appeal List 
comprises 207 appeals, including 47 Workmen’s Compensation 
appeals. There were 270 at the commencement of the Michael- 
mas Sittings, including 70 Workmen’s Compensation appeals. 
The Probate, &c., Division has 499 causes, as against 508 at the 
commencement of the Michaelmas Sittings. 


Power of Counsel to Bind Clients. 

In THE case of Haworth v. Pilbrow (1912, W. N. 6), the 
Court of Appeal took a course which must be regarded as an 
important authority on the power of counsel to bind the litigant 
on whose behalf they are instructed. Owing to the sudden 
illness of Lord Justice FLeTcHER MOULTON, it was impossible 
to hear the cases in the day’s list (which were final appeals, not 
interlocutory appeals) unless the parties consented to the hearing 
of the appeals by two judges instead of three (Judicature Act, 1899, 
section 1). Owing to the absence of the parties, this consent could 
not be obtained in the next case, but counsel intimated their 
willingness to file a consent on behalf of their clients; and after 
deliberation the reduced court (the Master of the Rolls and 
FARWELL, L.J.) held that such consent was within the oe 
of counsel. It is settled law that counsel has authority over all 
matters incidental to the suit, such as withdrawal of the record 
or of a jury, calling no witnesses, assenting to verdict : Matthew v. 
Munster (20 Q. B. D. 141) ; but he has no authority over merely 
collateral matters: Swinfen v. Swinfen (26 L. J.C. P. 97). He 
can compromise a suit unless he has received positive instructions 
to the contrary: Lewis v. Lewis (45 Ch. D. 281). But no case 
yet decided goes quite so far as the present, which gives counsel 

wer to confer jurisdiction on a court which otherwise would 
ack it. The question also suggests itself, how far is the decision 
of such a court a binding precedent upon anyone except the 
parties who assented to its assumption of jurisdiction ? 


Mortgage Sub-Terms and Reversion Duty. 
We prinr elsewhere a letter raising the question as to the 


liability to pay reversion duty upon the surrender of a mortgage 
able 


sub-term. As our correspondent points out, the duty is pay 
12 
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under section 13 of the Finance Act, 1910, on the determination 
of any lease of land, and hence the language of the section is 
wide enough to cover the case in question. And if the a is 
payable, then, no doubt, it must be based, as our correspondent 
suggests, on the excess of the value at the date of surrender over 
the value at the time of the mortgage. But this makes it an 
increment value duty, not a reversion duty, and we think it 
becomes plain, on considering the provisions of the section and 
the nature of the duty, that it does not become payable at all. 
The duty, under section 13 (1), is to be levied on the value of 
the benefit accruing to the lessor by the determination of the 
term, and in the case of a mortgage term there can be no such 
benefit. The mortgagor was, in equity, the owner of the land 
before the determination, subject oly to the mortgage ; and after 
the determination his ownership is the same, save that he has 
got rid of the mortgage. There has been no such falling in of a 
reversion as to confer a benefit on him and make duty payable. 
Further, there is no way of ascertaining, in accordance with the 
statute, the value of the land at the creation of the term. This is to 
be based on the rent reserved and the premium paid, but on the 
creation of a mortgage term, no rent is reserved and no premium 
is paid. The basis of valuation does not exist. These considera- 
tions seem to be sufficient to shew that mortgage terms are 
excluded from section 13, notwithstanding the width of its 
language, and we imagine that there is no need for the mortgagor 
to deliver an account under section 15 (2). 


The Retirement of Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C. 

GENERAL REGRET will be felt at the announcement of the 
retirement from practice of Mr. C. A. Russet, K.C. His friends 
have known for some time of his intentioa, but they hoped he 
might be prevailed on to relinquish it. We think it may be 
said that in point of knowledge of law and careful and skilful 
advocacy he had few rivals at the Common Law Bar. We have 
heard it said of him that he never in all his life “scamped” a 
brief. In the midst of a large and important practice he always 
found time thoroughly to master his cases, and was ready to 
present them, in all their details, in the most favourable light to 
the court. He was, in short, a thoroughly reliable advocate. 
As regards high-minded adherence to the best traditions of the 
Bar, and utter absence of self-assertion, we doubt whether he 
was ever surpassed. It is not wonderful that he was held in the 
highest esteem both by the judges and by his colleagues as well 
as by solicitors ; and that his retirement, while still in the full 





er of his powers, should be regarded as something of a 
calamity. ur chief source of regret is, however, that a man in | 
all respects so well qualified to adorn the Bench, should have 
been overlooked in the recent appointments of judges. How is | 
it that men like Mr. GRAHAM Hastinas, K.C., on the Chancery | 
side, and Mr. C. A. Russett.on the Conmon Law side—men | 
whom everyone admitted possessed eminent qualifications for the | 
post of a judge of the High Court—should be persistently passed 
over? Mr. Russg.w’s practice in the Court of Appeal und the 
House of Lords was of exactly the class which is ordinarily con- 
sidered to qualify for the Bench; while his legal acquirements, 
great experience, and admirable courtesy would have adorned the 
position of judge. 


Solicitors’ Lien where Client Indebted to Estate. 


THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re Cockrell’s Estate 
(1912, 1 Ch. 23), affirming Nevitte, J. (1911, 2 Ch. 318), is| 
doubtless to be referred to the special circumstances of the case ; | 
otherwise it might be a somewhat dangerous precedent. It has | 
been settled that a solicitor’s lien for costs on a fund recovered 





interest. It follows that heis equally entitled to the lien, even 
though his client is indebted to the estate. The property is 
recovered for the benefit of the estate, and the fact that the client 
has to make a contribution to the estate before he can share in 
it is immaterial. The solicitor is not bound to go into the 
secounts before acting for his client. The circumstances in 
Re Cockrell’s Estate (supra) were too special to make it worth 
while to detail them, and in the result it was doubtful whether 
a sum of £400 on which the solicitors for a defendant executrix 
claimed a lien had been recovered or preserved by them. But 
assuming this to be the case, the judge declined to allow a lien, 
and the Court of Appeal held that he was right. The executrix 
was indebted to the estate, and before the application for a 
charging order, there had been an order tor payment of costs out 
of the fund, with a direction that the amount due from the 
executrix should be set off against her costs. This order, it was 
held, operated as payment of the costs, and the solicitors, who 
had been parties to it, could not afterwards claim a lien for costs 
thus paid. As we have said, the circumstances were very special ; 
otherwise it might be doubted whether the solicitors’ c'aim was 
rightly excluded on so technical a ground. 


Evidence of Wife in Criminal Cases. 


THE Court of Criminal Appeal has recently given a decision 
on a point of evidence which practitioners will do well to note, 
bearing in mind always that the decision of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal is not absolutely final on points of law of 

ublic importance. In Rez v. Acaster and Rex v. Leach (Times, 
ember 21st), the court had to construe section 4 of the Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898 (61 and 62 Vict. c. 36), sub-section 1 of 
which is as follows: “The wife or husband of a person charged 
with an offence under any enactment mentioned in the schedule 
to this Act may be called as a witness either for the prosecution 
or defence, and without the consent of the person charged.” On 
the trial of the defendants, the depositions of the wife of the 
defendant in each case had been put in as evidence in the absence 
of the wife through illness. In each case the wife had said, 
before the justices, “I wish to shield my husband.” In each 
case the defendant had been convicted and sentenced, and the 
appeals were made on the ground that the wives’ depositions 
had been wrongly admitted. The point of law before the Court 
of Criminal Appeal was whether section 4 of the Act of 1898 
made the wife a compellable, as well as a competent, witness. 
It was held that the words “ may be called as a witness” meant 
“compellable as well as competent,” and the appeals wero dis- 
missed. The difficulty is largely caused by the draftsman of 
the Act having failed to employ the same phraseology through- 
out the Act. In section 1, the expression “ competent witness” 
is used, and the “competency” is hedged round with various 
provisions which practically make the husband or wife competent, 
put not compellable, in certain circumstances, though the word 
“compellable” is not used. Had the word ‘‘ competent ” been 
used in section 4, instead of the expression “may be called as a 
witness,” it might possibly have been argued that this meant 
“competent but not compellable.” The court thought that the 
Legislature, by the difference in language, and by specially 
selecting six Acts for the new enactment to apply to, meant 
husband and wife to be compellable as well as competent. It 
should be noted that one of the six Acts scheduled—the Preven- 
tion of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894—is now replaced by the 
Children Act, 1908, and that the Incest Act, 1908, is (by section 
4 of that Act) added to the scheduled list in the Criminal 
Evidence Act, 1898. 


or preserved by him is not a right which he derives through bis| The Limits to ‘*Contemporanea Expositio.’’ 


client, an! consequently it does not depend on the client’s 
interest in the fund. hen the fund has been recovered for the 
benefit of all the parties to an administration action, the solicitor 
is entitled to be paid out of the fund in priority to other claims 
whatever may be his client’s interest, and even if it should turn 
out that his client has no interest at all. The Legislature, said 
Woop, V.C., in Bailey v. Birchall (2 Hem. & M., p. 379), 
referring to the Solicitors Act, 1860, section 28, gives the 
solicitor a lien on the fund secured, irrespective of his client’s 





In THE case of Lord Advocate v. Walker Trustees (27 T. L. RB. 
101), the House of Lords disposed of an ingenious attempt 
to extend the doctrine of Contemporanea FExpositio, This 
rule of construction was clearly and concisely defined by 
Lord Watson in Clyde Trustees v. Laird (8 App. Cas. 658, at 
p. 673):—* When there are ambiguous expressions in an Act 
passed one or two centuries ago, it may be legitimate to refer 
to the construction put upon these expressions through a long 
course of years by the unanimous consent of all parties 
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interested, as evidencing what must presumably have been 
the intention of the Legislature at that remote period.” But 
before any such evidence will be prayed in aid by the court, it 
1s necessary to shew a real ambiguity in the statute; it is not 
enough to shew that everybody has consistently disobeyed the 
lain language of the enactment. Thus, in Winstanley v. North 
Reaghester Overseers (1910, A. C. 7), evidence was given to shew 
that for over three centuries the rector of a parish had not been 
rated in respect of the burial fees of the parish burial ground. 
But he is clearly the occupier of that ground within the meaning 
of the statute of Elizabeth (43 Eliz. c. 2); and it is equally clear 
that he derives benefits from his occupation to the extent of those 
fees. Therefore, he comes within the plain words of the statute, 
which makes such beneficial occupation of Jand assessable to the 
r rate; and the House of Lords, ignoring the inveterate 
practice to the contrary, held him rateable in accordance with 
the terms of the Act. But that decision of two years ago did 
not prevent the Walker Trustees from attempting to apply 
Contemporanea Expositio to justify an impossible construction 
of cartain old Acts of Parliament. By a Scots statute of 1681, 


which confirmed previous charters, a grant of certain fees was 
made t» the holder of the office of Heritable Usher (White Rod) 
to the Crown of Scotland—an office which was vested by a private 
Act of 1877 in a corporation styled the Walker Trustees ; and 
(1707), it is 

o « 


by the Act of Union between England and Scotland 
enacted (article 20) that “all heritable offices 
reserved to the owners thereof as rights of property in the same 
manner as they are now enjoyed by the laws of Scotland, not- 
withstanding the treaty.” The Scots statute in force before the 
Union, therefore, regulates the rights of the grantees. 


The Right to Fees Payable by Recipients of 
Honours and Dignities. 

The relevant words of the statute are too long to be quoted here, 
but the House of Lords held that the only fees granted by virtue of 
them were fees payable in various cases by the recipients of Scots 
titles and dignities, as opposed to peerages of the United Kingdom. 
Inthe case of a Scotsman, those fees were recoverable by the Walker 
Trustees, no matter where he resided ; but in the cise of an Eng- 
lishman only if he resided in Scotland. Against this construction, 
which the House of Lords regarded as plain and unambiguous, 
there was cited in evidence the fact that, for two centuries, rasi- 
dents in Scotland who received United Kingdom titles and 
dignities had paid these fees without protest ; the scale varied 
from £21 13s, 4d. in the case of a duke to £3 6s. 8d. in the case 
ofa knight. The final Court of Appeal refused to regard such 
payment as in any way evidence of the intention of the Legisla- 
ture, and refused to let it override the limitation to Scots titles 
which appeared in the wording of the Act. Incidentally, the case 
brought to light two amusing documents. One is a letter from 
Lord MELBOURNE to QUEEN VicTorIA, dated the 30th of Sep- 
tember, 1847, in which he explains his refusal of the Garter on 
the ground that fees, amounting in all to £1,000, would be 
demanded of him—a sum which, he says, he had never been able 
to afford without serious inconvenience. The second document 
is a memorandum of Lord PALMERSTON to the Queen, dated the 
11th of December, 1855, in which he states his misgivings as to 
the propriety of offering titles to persons who, he knows, will have 
to pay heavy fees in respect of the grant, and adds that he proposes 
to consider their abolition, with adequate compensation to the 
present holders of the offices who demand them. Apparently 
nothing has ever been done to carry out Lord PALMERSTON’s 
intention 


Misrepresentation no Estoppel. 


A RECENT bankruptey case is of some interest as illustrating 
& point in the law of estoppel : see Re Ashwell (ante, p. 189). Oa 
the return day of a bankruptcy petition, the debtor, under an 
arrangement made the previous day, paid £125 to the petition- 
ing creditor, in order to have the hearing of the petition 
adjourned. The petitioning creditor accepted the money on the 
Tepresentation that it was not the debtor’s money, but came 
from a relation, and the petition was adjourned. ‘Less than a 
month afterwards, the adjourned petition came on for hearing, 





and a receiving order was made, followed by adjudication, -It 
subsequently appeared that the representation as to the source of 
the £125 was untrue, the money being, in fact, the debtor's. 
The trustee in bankruptcy thereupyn claimed the £125 as being 
money belonging to him by virtue of section 43 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. By this section a debtor's bankruptcy has relation 
back to, and commences from, the act of bankruptcy, and by 
séctions 44 and 54, property vested in him during the bank- 
ruptey becomes vested in the trustee in bankruptey. The 
contention on behalf of the petitioning creditor was that the 
bankrupt himself was estopped by his misrepresentation from 
saying that the money was his, and the trustee in bankruptcy 
could have no better title. But Paittimore, J., held that the 
trustee was not estopped, for, under the doctrine of relation back 
established by section 43, the money belonged to him, and not 
to the bankrupt, and an order was made for the payment of the 
£125, with costs, to the trustee in bankruptcy. This decision 
illustrates the general rule that the doctrine of estoppel cannot 
be relied on in order to create a state of things which the person 
raising the estoppel has no legal power to create. A familiar 
illustration is the case of a married woman representing that 
certain property is vested in her free from restraint on anticipa- 
tion. otwithstanding that she may have been guilty of 
fraud in making the representation, she is, nevertheless, entitled 
afterwards to the full protection of the restraint. In other 
words, she is not estopped from setting up the restraint on 
anticipati»n in her own favour: Lady Bateman v. Faber (1898, 
1 Ch. 144). So, in the present case, the debtor.could not by any 
misrepresentation alter the legal rights of the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. And it would seem that even the debtor himself, had 
the claim been made by him, would not have been estopped 
from setting up the actual illegality of the payment to the 
petitioning creditor. 


The Tendency to Modify the Lands Clauses Act. 


SoME PERTINENT critcisms on the recent tendency to relax 
the restrictions on the compulsory acquisition of land were made 
in a paper read last Monday at a mveting of the Surveyors’ 
Institution by Mr. Frank W. HUNT, a summary of which we 
print elsewhere. The policy of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, 
was to lay down the principles as to the taking of land for the 
purpose of public undertakings, and as to the payment of 
compensation, but it was lefc for the promoters to obtain by 
private Act in each case the power to take specific lands. Mr. 
Hunt points out that the necessity of this procedure is now 
sometimes dispensed with, and that large powers for the 
acquisition of property compulsorily are exercisable in some 
instances by means of a resolution of a public authority only, or 
by means of an order confirmed by a Government Department. 
An instance of the former procedure does not occur to us, 
but under the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, 
supplementei by the Housing, Towa Planning, &c., Act, 1909, 
the making of compulsory orders is entrusted to the Local 
Government Board. Another criticism is that the taking 
of land is not confined to the lands actually required, 
but extends to large areas for recoupment and re-instate- 
ment of persons displaced. Recoupment is a matter of specula- 
tion, but considering the heavy expense of public improvements 
it seems to be desirable to recover something, if possible, in this 
way, and reinstatement of persons displaced is a consequence, in 
some areas, of the original scheme. Upon the old terms of 
purchase we doubt whether there is any great unwillingness on the 
part of owners to be bought out, but Mr. Hunr calls attention to 
the substitution of compensation based on market value for com- 
pensation based on value to the owner, and to the statutory abroga- 
tion in some cases of the additional 10 per cent. for compulsory 
purchase. Probably these changes are due to suspicion that owners 
may have got the better of the public in days gone by. Other 
changes frequently introduced are the substitution of an arbitrator 
for a jury as the normal tribunal, and the power of the promoters to 
take part of property without being required to take the whole. 
It is useful to have these changes summarized, and the policy of 
whittling down the precautions of the Lands Clauses Act by 
special clauses is to be deprecated. The whole subject deserves 
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éonsideration, and it should be definitely determined in what 
respects the Act requires to be modified in the light of recent 
experience of its working. 
Damage from Encroaching Roots, 

THERE HAVE been several cases of late years in which the 

uestion of liability in respect of overhanging branches has been 

iseussed, but the books do not seem to contain any actual 
decision on liability for damage by roots of trees penetrating 
into adjoining ground. A claim of this nature was made, how- 
ever, in the action of Harries v. Wright in the Marylebone County 
Court this week before Judge SELFE, and was successful. In 
the case of overhanging trees the adjoining owner has two 
remedies. He can abate the nuisance by lopping the branches, 
and this he can do without notice to the proprietor: Lemmon v. 
Webb (1895, A. C. 1); or if actual damage has resulted, be can bring 
an action : Crowhurst v. Amersham Burial Board (4 Ex. D. 5); Smith 
v, Giddy (1904, 2 K. B. 448). In Lemmon v. Webb, when that case 
was before the Court of Appeal (1894, 3 Ch. 1), reference was 
made also to penetrating roots, and it was assumed that the 
same principle applied both to branches and to roots. The 
encroachment is not a trespass, but a nuisance, so that it is 
necessary to prove damage in order to maintain the action (per 
Kay, L.J. at p. 24). In the case before Judge SELFE a row of 
poplar trees had been planted at the end of a garden, and within 
a few feet of the side wall of an adjoining house. The wall had 
subsided, and it was alleged that the subsidence was due to the 
action of the roots of the poplar trees, which had encroached and 
had abstracted the moisture from the soil. The defendant 
alleged other causes for the subsidence, including the exceptional 
dryness of last summer; but the judge held that the j Aap 
was proved, and gave judgment for the plaintiff, with an 
injunction against the recurrence of the injury. 


The Increasing Bulk of Law Books. 


A RUMOUR that the Jaw Reports intend in future to increase the 
number of volumes among which cases are divided, may remind 
the legal a of the increase which goes on in the bulk 
of the chief legal works. The days have long passed since 
works like Bullen and Leake’s Precedents, Lewin on Trusts, and 
Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant could be comfortably carried in 
one hand; while the Annual Practice, the Yearly Practice, 
Williams on Executors, Jarman on Wills, and others, are issued in 
two volumes, which are often the cause of inconvenience to the 
owners, especially if they mislay the one containing the index. 
Condensation finds little favour with those who prepare new 
editions ; the stream of decided cases is never dry, and of many 
of these cases it may truthfully be said that whether they ought 
or ought not to have been reported, they can only be explained 
by some sacrifice of space. A learned judge said, many years 
ago, that in his opinion new cases relating to the sufficiency of 
the evidence of negligence, or turning on the construction of 
documents, were of little or no value. But no one has the 
courage to leave these cases unreported, and, once reported, 
the text writer cannot venture to omit them from his work. 
And we see no prospect of improvement. The appetite for case 
law is never satisfied. Cases from the Irish, Scottish and 
Colonial courts are in these days freely cited and discussed in 
the English courts, and are afterwards added to those collected 
in the leading treatises. 


The Late Lord Coleridge. 


A COLLECTION of letters which were interchanged between the 
late Lord CoLertpGe and Extis YARNELL, an American who 
was conspicuous for his scholarship and literary sympathies, has 
recently been published with the title of “ Forty Years of Friend- 
ship.” Mr. YARNELL, like Lord CoLerinGg, has passed away, 
and it is difficult to imagine that the latter would have sanctioned 
the publication of these letters. They contain much sharp 
criticism of the political and literary contemporaries of Lord 
CoLERIDGE, but little of interest to members of the legal pro- 
fession, except Lord CoLrriper’s frank statement that he had 
never liked his profession, and that the part of it which, even 
with the excitement of advocacy, was barely interesting, had 
since his elevation to the Bench, Sedans positively repulsive, 


Capital Moneys Arising from 
Settled Estate. 


THE two recent cases of Re Lacon’s Settlement (1911, 1 Ch. 351; 
1911, 2 Ch. 17) and Re Bladon (1911, 2 Ch. 350 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 
45), both of which went to the Court of Appeal, furnish an 
interesting contrast in the appropriation of moneys arising from 
a settled estate. In the former case, a sum of £881, recovered 
by a tenant for life from a lessee for breach of repairing 
covenants, was allowed to be retained by the tenant for life, and 
used for such purposes as he might think fit; in the latter, 
money received as compensation on the extinction of a licence 
under the Licensing Act, 1904, was treated as capital money, 
and due to the remainderman from the estate of the deceased 
tenant for life to whom it had been paid. 

In Re Lacon’s Settlement the lease had been made by a previous 
legal tenant for life under the powers of the Settled Land Act, 
1882, and SwinFEn Eapy, J., held that the right, attached to the 
legal estate of the existing tenant for life, to receive damages 
for breach of covenant was excluded by section 53 of that Act, 
under which the tenant for life, in relation to the exercise of the 
powers of the Act, is to be deemed to be a trustee for all parties 
eotitled under the settlement. The same view of the section 
had been taken by Bicuam, J., in Mitchell v. Armstrong (17 
T. L. R. 495), where he held that the damages would be payable 
to the trustees, and that therefore the lessee could not rely on a 
right of set-off against the tenant for life alone. But in the 
Court of Appeal it was pointed out that no question arose as to 
the application of section 53. The lease had been duly granted 
under the provisions of the statute and had expired, and the 
question was not as to the exercise of any leasing or other power 
by the tenant for life, but as to the application of moneys received 
by him, and the answer to this was not to be found in section 
53. “Section 53,” said Buckiey, L.J., “does not create in 
favour of the remaindermen a trust to apply these moneys in 
a manner in which the settlor has not directed that they shall 
be applied. If, as between the tenant for life and the remain- 
dermen, the remaindermen are not entitled to have the sum 
added as capital moneys to the settled funds, section 53 has not 
created any right to have them so applied.” 

The right to the damages for non-repair had, therefore, to be 
determined without reference to section 53. The appropriate 
course would have been to apply the money in repairs, but this 
would not be done by paying the money to the trustees. ‘The 
order under appeal,” continued Buckiey, L.J., “is not one 
which affirms that the money must bo applied in effecting the 
repairs, but one which affirms that there must be added to the 
capital moneys the sum of £881, with the result that that sum 
cannot be applied in repair, but must be held on trust for the 
tenant for life during his lifetime, and, subsequently, for the 
remaindermen. Such a result is, I think, quite impossible.” If 
it was impossible to add the money to capital, the only alterna- 
tive was to pay it to the tenant for life to dispose of as he 
chose. Since, under the settlement, he was not impeachable for 
waste, he was not bound to expend it in repairs ; to insist that 
he should do so would, it was pointed out, Be to create a right 
which the settlor had negatived, namely, a right in the remain- 
dermen to call upon the tenant for life to repair. Accordingly, 
the money was payable to him without any restriction as to the 
purposes to which he might apply it. 

When money representing damages for dilapidations is paid to 
the tenant for life, he has at any rate the chance of applying 
it in restoring the property, and this the trustees of the settle- 
ment could not do. An intermediate course when money is paid 
by a lessee, and one which was adopted in Re Rodes (1909, 1 
Ch. 815), is to direct that the money shall be paid in instalments to 
the persons successively entitled. This is appropriate where, as in 
that case, a lump sum has been received for the surrender of a 
lease granted under the Settled Land Acts. The surrender is 
accepted by the tenant for life under his statutory powers. 
Hence section 53 applies, and since the circumstances of the 


surrender imply that the reletting of the property will be on 





less advantageous terms, the tenant for life should not accept 
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it unless he so deals with the money as to recoup the 
remaindermen for any loss. On the other hand, if, as in Re 
Hunloke’s Settled Estates (1902, 1 Ch. 941), the lease was not 

ted under the Settled Land Acts, the position is different. 

e tenant for life is not a trustee for the remaindermen as 
regards the surrender, and he can retain the money as a casual 

fit. In that case, moreover, the lease was determined by 
the lessees under a provision which it contained, so that the 
tenant for life had no control over the actual determination. 

In Re Bladon (supra) the settled estate included the freehold of 
licensed premises. In 1907, the licence was extinguished under 
the provisions of the Licensing Act, 1904, and the compensation 
money was apportioned between the tenant, the lessees, and the 
freeholder, the sum of £450 being paid to the tenant for life 
as freeholder. The question was raised whether she was entitled 
to retain this, or whether it was capital money under the settle- 
ment. Since she was not bound to maintain the licence, there 
was some ground for saying that on its extinction the profit went 
to ker; but, in fact, the application of such moneys is regulated 
by the statute itself. Section 2 (2) of the Licensing Act, 1904 
(now section 20 (2) of the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910), 
provides that the compensation shall be divided amongst the 

rsons interested in the licensed premises (including the 

older of the licence) in such shares as may be determined 
by quarter sessions. These words are not, perhaps, altogether 
apt to describe the interests of successive beneficiaries under a 
settlement, and no apportionment of this nature had been made by 
quarter sessions. But the Court of Appeal, affirming NEVILLE, J., 
held that the section applied, and that the court had to make 
the apportionment of the money which should have been made by 
quarter sessions. This was done by treating the money as 
capital money, so that the tenant for life was only entitled to 
the income for her life; or, as suggested by FARWELL, L.J., 
an actual apportionment might be made by paying over to the 
tenant for life the value of her life interest. But the circum- 
stances of the case, the tenant for life being dead, made it 
unnecessary to consider this suggestion. 








Recent Developments in the 


Law of Libel. 


EVERYONE who reads a daily newspaper must have noticed that 
within the last few years there has been a decided increase in 
the number of actions brought by persons who have suffered 
damage from the defamatory statements made against them by 
press critics, business rivals, or political adversaries. Whether 
this increase of litigation is due to the growth of sensitiveness 
on the part of individuals, or to the love of sensationalism which 
marks the new journalism, is a question which may interest the 
publicist, but does not concern the lawyer in his professional 
capacity. The latter, however, is interested in two develop- 
ments which profoundly affect the situation from the point of 
view of the practitioner: one is the growing tendency of 
juries to find for the plaintiff in even trivial cases, and to mulct 
his traducer in heavy damages for some over-hasty expression 
of an unfavourable opinion ; the other is the adoption of ways and 
means which the courts are gradually discovering to put obstacles 
in the way of the plaintiff who is tempted to abuse this tendency 
in his favour. In this article we propose to discuss briefly three 
of these judicial developments which have been illustrated 
pretty frequently in the last few years. One is the tendency 
to differentiate between libel proper, which needs no proof of 
damage, and trade libel, in which actual pecuniary damage must 
be established by the plaintiff and traced to the statement of 
the defendant as its causa provima. Another is the increasing 
significance given to the defence of fair comment—which, how- 
ever, is hedged about with certain technicalities of pleading that 
are apt to confuse the inexperienced draftsman. Lastly, there 
are the limitations which are gradually coming to be put on the 
Practice of administering interrogatories to the defendant. 

Now the distinction between the action of libel and the corre- 


libel” is in itself simple enough. A written statement which is 
calculated to injure the reputation of an individual gives him the 
former action—he is entitled to recover substantial damages 
whether or not he has, in fact, suffered any ; and the goodness or 
badness of his own character is one of the material issues of the 
case. The fact that the plaintiff has a bad character, if pleaded, 
can be proved by the defence in order to mitigate the damages to 
which otherwise the libel would entitle him; Scott v. Sampson 
(8 Q. B. D. 491), And in the case of a libel the law always presumes 
malice ; it is not necessary to prove that the person who publishes 
the libel has any intention of defaming the plaintiff or even of 
referring tohim: Jones v. Hulton d& Co. (1910, A.C. 20). In 
the last-named and very celebrated case, the plaintiff, a barrister, 
had an unusual name which was innocently adopted by the 
defendant newspaper as that of a fictitious character whom 
they humorously defamed in a fancy sketch ; many readers of 
| the paper took the skit seriously and supposed that it did refer 
to the plaintiff, whose practice suffered in consequence. The 
House of Lords and the two courts below all agreed in holding 
that intention was irrelevant ; it was enough to shew that the 
plaintiff was, in fact, generally regarded as the person libelled. 
Very different is the law relating to an attack, which does 
not affect the reputation of its victim, but merely his property. 
In such a case he has to prove, not only that the defamatory 
matter relates to him, but also that it is inspired by malice, and 
that it has actually injured him. In such a case his character 
is not in issue, and he cannot—except as to credibility—be cross- 
examined upon it. ‘The locus classicus is the case of Royal Baking 
Co. v. Wright, Crossley, & Co. (1900, 18 Rep, Pat. Cas., at p. 99), 
where Lord Davey expressed the law as follows :—‘‘ This is not 
}an action for libel or defamation of character it can 
only be maintained as ° an action on the case for 
maliciously damaging the plaintiffs in their trade . . . To 
support such an action it is necessary for the plaintiffs to prove 
(1) that the statements complained of were untrue ; (2) that they 
were made maliciously, i.¢., without just cause or excuse ; (3) that 
the plaintiffs have suffered special damage thereby. The damage 
is the gist of the action, and therefore, according to the old rules 
of pleading, it must be specially alleged and proved.” From 
this judgment it will be seen that in cases of trade libel the plain- 
tiff has cast upon him the onus of proving those matters which 
in libel proper are presumed in his favour, so that it is obviously 
much to the advantage of the defendant to shew that the 
ground of action is based on case instead of on libel. The 
modern tendency of the Courts has assisted him to do this by 
differentiating as trade libel many matters which formerly were 
confused with libel proper. It is now well understood that only 
the action on the case will lie jn the five following cases :— 
(1) Words which disparage a man’s title to property (slander 
of title). 
(2) Words which disparage the goods traded in by a rival. 
(3) Words which imply that the plaintiff has infringed the 
defendant’s patent: Royal Baking Co. v. Wright, de. (supra). 
(4) Words which are calculated to injure a man in his occupa- 
tion : Concaris v. Duncan & Co. (1909, W. N. 51). rm 
(5) Any false statement made maliciously which causes injury 
(e.g. a practical joke): Wilkinson v. Downton (1897, 2 Q. B. 57). 
Now in all these cases the plaintiff has three difficulties to 
overcome which impede him very much in his attempts to recover 
against the defendant. He has to shew that there is an inten- 
tional attack on his property ; mere puffing of one’s own goods 
at the expense of another’s is not actionable: Lyne v. Nicholls 
(1906, 23 T. L. R. 86). Again, he has to prove the absence 
of any lawful excuse for the user of the words complained of ; 
the mere fact that they are calculated, and even intended, to 
injure him is not enough if the defendant, in fact, employed them 
for the bond fide protection of his own business or rights: 
Cots, M.R., in Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. (Limited) v. Maison 
Talbot (1904, T. L. R., at p. 164). And—perhaps most difficult 
of all—he has to point out exactly the actual pecuniary damage 
he has suffered, and trace it clearly to the alleged libel: Concaris 
v. Duncan & Co. (supra). It is not enough in such cases for him 
to shew a general diminution of profits ;he must prove that a 











sponding action on the case which is popularly known as “ trade 





specified customer has been lost, and must give in his pleading 





202 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Jan. 13, 1912, 








particulars of that customer’s name, the business lost, and the 
actual pecuniary damage suffered. Unless he calls such customer 
(or other specific person from whom the damage ensues), 
and proves from his lips in the witness-box that the defamation 
was the cause of his cessation to deal with the plaintiff, it has 
been held that the connection between libel and damage has not 
been made out: Lord Kenyon in Ashley v. Harrison (1 Espinass, 
50) ; Best, C.J., in Silk v. Parsons (2 C. & P. 201). And if he fails 
to set up in his statement of claim a primd facie case in any one of 
those three points, his claim may be struck out on an application 
under ord. 25, r. 4: Hublbuck v. Wilkinson (1899, 1 Q. B. 86). It 
will thus be seen that, whenever the court can regard any 
alleged libel as an attack, not on the plaintiff's character but merely 
on his business capacity—so as to reduce the tort to a trade libel 
action on the case—very substantial impediments are cast in 
the way of a successful issue. 

The second way in which the judiciary have placed a salutary 
check on frivolous actions for libel is the extension allowed to 
the defence of “fair comment.” This plea is of quite modern 
growth—see remarks of Cocksurn, C.J., in Vason v. Walter (L. 
R. 4 Q. B.93)—and is often confused with “ privilege ” on the 
one hand or “justification” on the other. But “privilege” 
(whether the absolute privilege of Parliamentary proceedings, 
judicial proceedings, and acts of State, or the qualified privilege 
of everyday life) is always based on some special or privileged 
occasion, whereas “fair comment” means that, whatever the 
occasion may be, the alleged libel is merely an honest and reason- 
able expression of opinion made on a public matter in the public 
interest. Again, in “justification” it is necessary to prove that both 
the facts alleged and the innuendo are true, whereas, in fair com- 
ment it is enough to shew that the facts stated as the basis of 
the comment are substantially true, although the innuendo drawn 
from them may be mistaken, provided it was a reasonable 
inference to draw. Thus, in the leading modern case on this 
point—Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co. (Limited) (1908, 2 K. B 309)— 
the defendants published an account of the conduct of the plain- 
tiff as deputy returning officer in an election, and described it as 
‘an assertion of political bias” on bis part. It was held that 
the conduct alleged was a statement of fact, and its truth must be 
proved, but that the allegation as to bias was comment, as to 
which the jury must weigh its fairness, not inquire into its cor- 
rectness. Since comment is, of course, always mixed up with 
statements of fact, the defendant has to walk warily in his 
pleading when he sets up “fair comment.” He must allege that 
the facts on which his comment was based are true, but he must 
be careful not to use words which imply that the innuendo in 
the comment was in fact correct. If he does so, he has set up, 
not the plea of fair comment, but that of justification—which 
involves stringent rules as to particulars and proof. The proper 
way of raising this plea has been discussed in a number of 
important recent cases, as well as the precise difference between 
‘fact ” and “comment”: see Mangero v. Wright (1909, 2 K. B., 
at p. 977), and Digby v. Financial News (Limited) (1907, 1 K. B. 
502). but the accepted mode is now that approved by the 
Divisional Court in Penrhyn v. Licensed i ictuallers’ Mirror (1890, 
7 T. L. R. 1), which runs as follows:—“In so far as they 
consist of allegations of fact, the said words are true in substance 
and in fact; and in so far as they consist of expressions of 
opinion they are fair comments made in good faith and without 
malice upon the said facts, which are matters of public interest.” 
This plea does not deny that the innuendo is libellous, i.e., 
capable of a defamatory meaning. Neither does it justify the 
libel, ¢.¢., justify the comment as being correct, not merely bond 
fide. Since the ground is here very slippery ground indeed, it 
is well for the pleader to adhere rigidly to this form whenever 
he wishes t» plead “fair comment” ; if he attempts to vary it, 
the chances are that he will find himself canght in the meshes of 
** justification ” or “no libel ”—two defences which will not serve 
his purpose. 

The third way in which the Courts have come to the rescue 
of the defendant has shewn itself in restricting the extraordinary 
abuse of discovery which prevailed in the Common Law 
courts for many years after the passing of the Judicature Act, 
1873, placed this unfamiliar weapon in their hands. Indeed, 





both plaintiff and defendant, until quite recently, were in the 
habit of using the issue of interrogatories in order to fish out 
their opponent’s case ; in fact, in a libel aztion, each pleading 
was followed by a series of skirmishes on paper which practical] 

amounted to a preliminary cross examination of both plaintiff 
and defendant. Now, however, it is settled that, whenever 
particulars of a plea—e.g., of “ justification” or of “fair com. 
ment ”—have to be delivered by the defendant, the plaintiff i; 
confined to interrogation on those particulars: Arnold and 
Butler v. Bottomley, &c. (1908, 2 K. B. 151). And in the 
celebrated case of Lever Brothers v. Associated Newspapers 
(1907, 2 K. B. 626), it was held that neither party can compel 
his opponent to disclose his evidence or name his witnesses by 
means of interrogatories (except, of course, when the witness is 
necessary to prove a specific case of actual damage mentioned in 
the plaintiff's particulars) ; he cannot claim “to see his 
opponent's brief.” In the same case it was decided (overruling 
Cooper v. Blackmore, 1886, 2 T. L. R. 746) that an_ inter- 
rogatory of the following kind by the defendant is quite 
inadmissible: “ Do you intend to set up that the defendant, in 
publishing the words complained of, was actuated by express 
malice towards the plaintiff? If so, state generally the facts 
and circumstances on which the plaintiff relies as shewing actual 
malice.” 

Generally speaking, it may be said that the modern tendency 
of the bench is to import into libel actions great technicality of 
procedure of a kind not usual in jury cases ; and the difficulty 
of surmounting the barriers thus raised leads in practice to the 
abandonment of many such actions which ought never to have 
been brought at all. 








Reviews. 


Discovery. 


Tue Law or Discovery. Betnc a COMPREHENSIVE TREATISE ON 
THE PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE RELATING TO INTERROGATORIES, 
DiscovERY oF DocUMENTs, AND INSPECTION OF DocuUMENTS 
IN PRocEEDINGS IN THE HicH Court anp County Court. 
By R. E. Ross, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Discovery is one of the most important matters in the conduct of 
litigation, and it frequently raises difficult questions. Hence, an 
attempt like that which Mr. Ross has made, to set forth the 
principles which govern the subject, is welcome. After an introduc- 
tory chapter he deals successively with discovery in the King’s Bench 
and Chancery Divisions generally, with discovery in particular 
proceedings, and with discovery in the county court. Discovery is 
an essential means of arriving at the facts of a case so as to secure 
a proper adjudication on the rights of the parties, but it was carried 
very far in the recent case of Vash v. Layton (1911, 2 Ch. 71), where 
the Court of Appeal allowed interrogatories designed to ascertain 
whether the plaintiff was a money-lender, although no primd facie 
case against him had been made. The effect is that such inter- 
rogatories are admissible in all cases where the claim is for money 
lent. Mr. Ross gives a lengthy statement of the case, but he does 
not point out its inconvenience. In another direction the courts 
have been more cautious, and interrogatories are not allowed in 
actions for penalties, or, as it was held in Earl of Mexborough v. 
Whitwood District Council (1897, 2 Q. B. 111), in an action the sole 
object of which is to enforcea forfeiture. A useful statement is given 
of the cases on the extent to which this restriction on discovery 1s 
carried. Rules 1 and 12 of the R. S. C. ord. 31, which regulates dis- 
covery and inspection, contain a curious difference of wording as to the 
parties between whom the procedure is available—r. 1 speaking 
of “opposite parties,” and r. 12 of “ any other party” ; but in Shaw v. 
Smith (18 Q. B. D. 193), to which Mr. Ross refers, they were held to 
have the same meaning, and to apply to co-defendants when some 
point is in issue between them. He does not refer to the applicability 
of discovery in proceedings under inquiries in chambers, and this 1s 
a matter which occasionally gives rise to difficulty ; but, in general, 
the book is very complete, and will be useful to practitioners. 


Gas and Water. 


MICHAEL AND WILLS oN THE Law RELATING TO Gas AND Water. 
Srxta Eprrion. By Josnua ScHOLEFIELD, Barrister-at-Law, an 
Editor of Lumley’s Public Health. Butterworth & Co. 


This new edition of the standard treatise on Gas and Water, 
brought out under the experienced editorship of Mr. Scholefield, 
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maintains well the reputation of its predecessors. It consists in the 
main of a commentary on the relevant general Acts ; of these the 
chief are the Gasworks Clauses Acts of 1847 and 1871, the Metro- 
politan Gas Acts, 1860 to 1909 (which include some private Acts of 
great practical importance), the Waterworks Clauses Acts, 1847 and 
1863, and the Rivers Pollution Prevention Acts, 1891-94. These 
are only a few of the statutes annotated ; many other important 
Acts are either set out at full length or have been recognized by the 
insertion of their relevant clauses. The annotation is carefully 
done. We selected as our test passage the note on “ Domestic pur- 
poses ” (under section 35 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847), and 
found the subject clearly and thoroughly discussed at pages 468 to 
478. Indeed, not only all the cases known to ourselves, but also 
some bearing on private Acts which had escaped our notice, are set 
out in proper logical sequence. There is also a good introductory 
chapter (which extends over 100 pages), and frequent abstracts, 
summaries, or synopses of useful materials all throughout the book. 
Tn four schedules are set out lists of all the cases in which gas or 
water undertakings have been purchased by local authorities ; a 
feature that will save the local government practitioner much 
wasteful research among volumes of private Acts. The table of 
cases is full and complete ; but the index is not nearly extensive 
enough for the book it serves. But after 97 introductory pages, 
and 1,257 pages in the body of the book, one could scarcely expect the 
publishers to print more than the 93 pages of index the editor has 
supplied. A first-rate book ; but oh ! how bulky, is our cry. 


Books of the Week. 





Insurance Law.—Insurance Law relating to All Risks other | : 1 ; 
: | be greatly reduced by the operation of section 3 (2) of the Revenue 


than Marine, and including Life Fire, Accident, Guarantee. Bur 
glary, Third Party Risks, and Employers’ Liability. By E. J. 
MaceiLuivray, LL.B.  Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

Scottish Company Law and Practice.—Company 
Law and Practice in Scotland. By Grorek Winton WILTON, 
Advocate and Barrister-at-Law. William Hodge & Co. 

County Court Practice,—The Yearly County Court Practice, 
1912: Founded on Archibald’s “ County Court Practice” and Pitt- 
Lewis’ “ County Court Practice.” By the late G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C., 
and Sir C. AkNotp Warts, Chief Justice of Madras. 1912 Edition. 
By His Honour Judge WoopFaLt, a member of the Rule Committee, 
and E. H. Trypan Atkinson, B.A., Barrister-at Law. The Chapter 
on Costs and the Precedents of Costs by Harry Cousins, Registrar 
of the Cardiff County Court. In Two Vols. Butterworth & Co. ; 
Shaw & Sons. 


National Insurance Act.—The National Insurance Act, 
1911. Being a Treatise on the Scheme of National Health Insurance 
and Insurance against Unemployment created by that Act, with the 
Incorporated Enactments, full Explanatory Notes, Tables and 
Examples. By Orme Ciarke#, Barrister-at-Law. With an [ntroduc- 
tion by Sir Jonn Simon, K.C.V.O., MP., Solicitor-Cieneral. 
Butterworth & Co. 


British Woodlands.—-Complete Yield Tables for British 
Woodlands, and the Finance of British Forestry. By P. TRENTHAM 
Maw. Crosby Lockwood & Son. 

Conveyancing Act, 1911.—The Conveyancing Act, 1911. 
Being the Full Text of the Act, and of the Sections of Earlier Con- 
veyancing and other Acts Affected Thereby, with Notes. By L, E. 
Emmet, Solicitor. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society 
(Limited). 

Copyright.—The Copyright Act, 1911. Being a King’s 
Printers’ Copy, bound up with The Musical Copyright Act, 1906, 
Musical (Summary Proceedings) Copyright Act, 1902, and the 
Unrepealed Sections of The Fine Arts Copyright Act, 1862, and 
an Index to the Whole. Together with Tables shewing where the 
Corresponding Sections of the Repealed Acts are to be found in the 
New Act and vice versa; and an Introduction pointing out the 
More Important Changes in the Law made by the Act. Ry 
J. AnprEw Srrawan, Esq., M.A., LL.B. and Norman UH. 
OtpHam, Esq, B.A. (Lond.) Barristers-at-Law. The Solicitors’ 
Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

National Insurance Act.—The Alphabet of the National 
Insurance Act, 1911. By C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law. 1s. net. 
Methuen & Co. (Limited). 


In the case of James Newlands, one of the men who escaped from the 
Bradford Town Hall on the 18th ult., says the Z'imes, the objection 
was taken that when he escaped he was under remand for seven days, 
the remand being verbal. The law, however, was that a remand for 
more than three days required a warrant of commitment ; therefore he 
was not legally in custody. The Recorder agreed that the indictment 
was bad, and discharged the prisoner, 














Correspondence. 


Reversion Duty. 
[To the Editor 0) the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I should be much obliged for an expression of your view, 
and of any of your readers’ experiences, with reference to the liability 
tor reversion duty under the Finance Act, 1910, arising upon the 
surrender of a mortgage sub-term on repayment of the mortgage 
debt. 

We have a client who is the owner of leasehold premises held for 
a term of 90 years from 1879. He purchased the property in 1893 
and at the same time mortgaged it by granting to the mortgagee a 
sub-lease for the remainder of the said term except the last day. 

He has now repaid the mortgage debt and wishes to have a sur- 
render of the mortgage term. 

By section 13 of the Finance Act, 1910, reversion duty is charge- 
able on the determination of any lease, and it would appear that if 
our client takes a surrender from the mortgagee in the usual form, 
the lease created by the mortgage will be thereupon determined, and 
an account for the purpose of reversion duty will have to be 
delivered to the Revenue Commissioners under section 15 of the 
Act. I apprehend (with great diffidence) that reversion duty will 
be payable if it should be found that the total value of the mort- 
gagor’s interest at the date of the surrender exceeds the total value 


| thereof at the date of the mortgage, unless it can be shewn that the 


increase in value 1s due to any of the special circumstances named in 
section 13 (2) of the Act. 
No doubt in cases of surrenders of mortgage terms the duty would 


Act, 1911, but whether duty is payable or not, the mortgagor will be 
put to a certain amount of expense and trouble in making his 
return to the authorities and obtaining their decision thereon. 

No doubt all this could be avoided by the mortgagor taking 
(instead of a surrender) an assignment of the mortgage term from 
the mortgagee, and inserting in such assignment a declaration against 
merger, but such a course would complicate the title to the property, 
and might well lead to expense and trouble in future dealings there- 
with. 

The penalty prescribed by the Act for failing to deliver a reversion 
duty account is fixed (section 15) by a percentage on the amount of 
duty payable, so that if no duty is payable the penalty would also 
be nil. I do not know if there is any other penalty at common law 
or otherwise for disobeying the directions of the Act, but if there is 
none, and it were clear in any particular case that no increase in 
total value had taken place during the existence of the mortgage 
(and in the case of a mortgage of leaseholds the value of ofp wn 
would generally diminish with the term), a mortgagor could neglect 
to deliver an account under section 15 without apparent practical 
risk. Reversion duty does not seem to be a charge on the property, 
and future purchasers would not be concerned therewith. 

The circumstances of our case are of common occurrence, and no 


| doubt many of your readers have had occasion to consider the points 


above set forth. INQUIRER. 


. e o . 5] nl Y 
[See observations under head of “ Current Topies.”—Ep. S./.] 





Re Moore and Hulme’s Contract. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.] 


Sir,—We shall be glad to have your views on the decision in Re 
Moore and Hulme’s Contract, reported in your journal of the 25th of 
November, 1911, which appears to us to effect a reversal of what has 
hitherto been the common practice of conveyancers. The decision 
is, shortly, that on the repayment of a second mortgage by demise, 
a formal surrender under seal is necessary, and that the practice 
hitherto adopted of giving a mere receipt over a penny stamp 1s not 
sufficient. set ; ; 

We personally feel considerable difficuty in understanding the 
basis of the decision, as reported. The judge (Joyce, J.) stated 
“That the second mortgagee by his lease got the reversion which 
remained in the mortgagor after he had granted the first mortgage.” 
But could not this reasoning just as well be applied to a mortgage of 
leaseholds by assignment, for assuredly there the second mortgagee 
gets the full term, subject to the first mortgage. Also the further 
remark of the judge, “If the money due under the first mortgage 
had been paid off on the date fixed, the second mortgagee would then 
have had the right to actual possession,” has just as much applica- 
tion to the case of a mortgage by assignment. 

If we could look at the term granted by the second mortgage as 
one quite distinct and apart from the term granted by the first 
mortgage, then — the reason for the decision could be under- 
stood, but can there be two legal terms created by way of mortgage 
for exactly the same period? Surely there cannot be a legal estate 
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vested in two sets of mortgagees at one and the same time, and in 
respect of the same property ! ee 

Be the decision good or bad, it is now law, and in future it would 
therefore seem necessary, when a second mortgage is paid off, to 
invariably have a deed of surrender or re-assignment (as the case 
may be) stamped with ad val. duty. ; 

Jan. 9. H. & Son. 


[We hope shortly to discuss-the case referred to by our corre- 
spondents.—Ep. S../.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re EARL OF STAMFORD AND WARRINGTON, 
PAYNE v. GREY. No. 2. 16th Dee. 
Witt_—Construcrion—Trustee To Enter Durinc Minority or TENANT 
In TarL—Omrssion or Worps ‘“‘ By Purcnase ’’—Perreturry—Lecan 
Limitations—Imeiiep Estare—Power or Tenant 1n Tart To Bar. 


When a will settled land by a series of legal limitations, a clause 
that the trustees might enter into receipt of the rents and profits 
during the minority of a tenant in tail was held not to be void as in- 
fringing the rule against perpetuities owing to the omission of the 
words ** by purchase.”’ Such a clause does not imply a legal estate in 
the trustees; it is collateral to the estate tail, and can be barred by the 
tenant in tail 

This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J. (reported 
1911, 1 Ch. 255). The question is stated in the judgment of Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., as follows: The question is whether a provision con- 
tained in the will, dated the 26th of June, 1875, of the seventh earl 
for the application of rents and profits during the minority of any 
infant tenant for life, a tenant in tail, not confined to tenant in tail 
by purchase, is void as infringing the rule against perpetuities. Under 
the will the eighth earl, who died in 1910, was tenant for life in pos 
session of the Cheshire estates, and the ninth earl is now tenant in 
tail male by purchase, but he is under age. There is a long series of 
subsequent limitations. All the limitations are in form legal devises. 
There is not a devise to trustees to uses. A term of 1,000 years is 
given to trustees in the Lancashire estates, but there is no other expre¥s 
limitation of any kind in favour of the trustees. Wide powers are 
given to the trustees over the Cheshire estates. The clause in question 
declares ‘“‘ that if any person who, if this present proviso had not been 
herein inserted would for the time being be entitled to the possession 
or the receipt of the rents and profits of such settled estate as tenant 
for life or tenant in tail, shall be under the age of twenty-one years, 
then and in euch case and as often as the same ehall happen” the 


trustees shall enter into the possession or the receipt of the rents and | 


profits of the same settled estate, and during the minority shall con- 
tinue such porsession or receipt and (in substance) manage the estate. 
Then follow very wide powers to purchase live and dead stock, to cut 
timber, and work and get mines and minerals. Amongst the powers is one 
‘to hold the courts of and belonging to the several manors ’’ comprised 
in the settled estate, and to accept surrenders of leases. Subject to 
the payment of expences and to keeping down interest on any existing 
charges on the estate, the trustees are to apply any annual sum they 
may think fit in or towards the maintenance or education of the minor, 


and to apply the surplus rents and profits towards the discharge of | 


mortgages and incumbrances on the Staffordshire, Leicestershire and 
Lancashire estates. Warrington, J., held that the clause empowering 
the trustees to enter was bad, as infringing the rules against perpetul 
ties. The parties interested in the Staffordshire and Leicestershire 
estates appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercner Movtton and 
Farwewi, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—Warrington, J., has held that the trustees 
take by implication a legal estate anterior to the estate tail, and there 
fore not capable of being barred by the tenant in tail. If this be the 


true effect of the will, l agree with the learned judge that the clause | 


in question would be bad. The case of Browne v. Stoughton (14 Simon 
369), decided by Shadwell, V.C., is directly in point. ‘It is more than 
sixty years old. I am aware that it has been subjected to severe 
criticism by very learned conveyancers, but it was followed by Wood. 
V.C., in Turvin v. Newcome (3 K. & J. 16), and hae since been approved 
of by other judges and by leading text writers. To refuse to follow 
it in a like case might unsettle titles, and I think it ought now to be 
considered as laying down the law correctly. The question remains, 
however, whether Warrington, J.’s, construction is correct. Iave the 
trustees any legal estate? And, if so, what is it? It is not easy to 
keep these two questions separate. Warrington, J., nowhere defines 
the precise estate. He contents himself with saying that the trustees 
must have an estate eufficient to enable them to do what they are told 
to do, the will being read and construed without reference to the rule 
against perpetuities. In my opinion there is no justification for imply 
ing any legal estate in the trustees. Without any such estate they can 
enter and take possession and do everything that they are positively 
directel to do. And the mere inclusion in the powers given to them 
of one item—namely, a power to hold manor courts, which, so far as I 





| am aware, they cannot exercise without having the legal estate, has 


no such operation or effect as to change the whole character of the 
settlement. At the utmost it is only a power, not a trust, to do some- 
thing which the law does not allow. The difficulty of saying what 
estate the trustees take is, as it seems to me, the most weighty argu- 
ment against any implication. First, is the legal fee in the trustees 
from the testator’s death, all the limitations being equitable? This 
seems to me impossible. It is inconsistent with the whole frame of 
the will, which is the work of a ekilled conveyancer. Secondly, is the 
lezal fee in the trustees from the death of the eighth earl, leaving the 
ninth earl an infant? This would make all the subsequent limitations 
equitable and is equally impossible. Thirdly, is there a recurring limi 
tation under which the trustees take an estate for the life of each 
minor, terminable on the attainment of twenty-one, and take euch an 


estate toties quoties? A learned conveyancer can work wonders with 


| springing or shifting uses. The well-known name and arms clause is a 


good instance. But as at present advised the law does not allow an 
estate tail to have interposed in its middle a series of estates pour autre 


| vie. The estate tail may be destroyed, but it cannot be cut about and 


yet keptalive. If it is suggested that immediately after each estate 
pour autre vie, a fresh estate in tail is to be created by way of epring- 
ing use, the old estate tail being destroyed, and so on, toties quoties, 
[ think it is sufficient to say that no one ever heard of such a recurring 
limitation, and I wholly decline to import it into this will. The result 
is that, in my opinion, the foundation of the learned judge’s judgment 
disappears. All the limitations are legal. There is no legal estate in 
the trustees, either antecedent or collateral or subsequent to the estate 
tail. This being so, it seems clear that the clause is not open to objec- 


| tion. The tenant in tail could bar it. It is collateral to the estate 


tail. Mr. Butler’s well-known note in 2 Co. Lit. 327 (A) seems 
decisive. In my opinion the appeal must be allowed. 

Frercner Movurton and Farwett, L.JJ. delivered judgments con- 
curring in allowing the appeal.—Counset, Upjohn, K.C., H. Terrell, 
K.C., and Owen Thompson; Levett, K.C., Cave, K.C., and Sheldon; 
Sir R. B. Finlay, K.C., Buckmaster, K.C., and Tomlin; Younger, K.C., 
and de Montmorency. Soxicrtors, Smith, Fawdon, & Low, for Wright, 
Son, & Aysom, Leicester; Maples, Teesdale, & Co.; Trower, Still, 
Parkin, & Keeling; Gamlen, Bowerman, & Forward. 

[Reported by J. I. Strrtino, Barrister-at-Law.] 


VICTOR », VICTOR, No. 2. llth Dec, 


HvusBAND AND Wirz—SepaRATION Deep—Covenant By HusBanp TO Pay 
Weekty Sum to Wire—Bankruptcy or Hussanp—D1scuarct 
Action BY Wire To Recover ARREARS—FuTuRE PAYMENTS. 

A covenant by a husband in a seperation deed to pay his wife a 
weekly sum is a contractual obligation which is provable in his bank- 
ruptey and, consequently, after his discharge, and the wife cannot 
maintain an action either for arrears or for future payments. 


Appeal from a decision of Darling, J. The action was brought by 
a married woman against her husband, claiming £69 arrears of pay- 
ment under a covenant in a separation deed of the 18th of February, 
1905, whereby the defendant covenanted to pay his wife £3 weekly in 
advance. The defendant by his affidavit stated that on the 21st of 


| March, 1911, he was adjudicated a bankrupt, and his diecharge was 
| granted on the 27th of June, 1911, the same being suspended for a 


period of two years; that he had offered to pay his wife £1 a week, 
which she had refused, and which was the utmost he could afford to 
pay ; and that he had done all in his power to maintain her. Darling, 
J., gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 

Tue QGourr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FiercHer Movtton and 
Farwet., L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.: Darling, J., has held that a wife who is a 


| party to a separation deed can recover judgment against her husband 
| for the amount of the payments provided for by the deed, including 

arrears, notwithstanding the bankruptcy, followed by the discharge, of 
| the husband. With the greatest respect to the learned judge, I am 


unable to aesent to that view. It might suffice to say that it is not 


| open to the court to take Darling, J.’s view, having regard to the 


decisions of the Court of Appeal in Hx parte Bates (11 Ch. D. 914) and 
in Ex parte Neal (14 Ch. D. 579). Both those cases arose under 
separation deeds, and the view of the court was that, however difficult 
it might be to measure the liability incurred by the husband, still it 
was a liability which had to be estimated, and, if it could not be esti- 
mated in any other way, must be left to a jury to estimate. Couneel 
on behalf of the plaintiff did not really attempt to dispute the appel- 
lant’s argument on that point, but he contended that questions of public 
policy came in; that in both the cases referred to the wife had elected 
to come in and prove in the bankruptcy; and that the decisions were 
of no force so far as they purported to bind a wife who did not desire 
to come in. I cannot follow that contention. It seems to me that 
the whole policy of the Bankruptcy Act is that the bankrupt 
gets a full discharge from his obligations to pay sums of 
money, and that the only right of a person who under a contract has 
a pecuniary claim against the bankrupt is to come in and prove in the 
bankruptcy. The extent to which that doctrine has been carried is 
illustrated by the case of Hardy v. Fothergill (13 App. Cas. 351), in 
which it was held that a future and contingent liability, however 
difficult to assess, was provable in bankruptcy. In the present case I 
am clearly of opinion that the contractual obligation of the husband 
was provable in the bankruptcy, and, that being so, no action can be 
maintained by the wife either for arrears or future payments. I only 


wish to say one word about Linton v. Linton (15 Q. B. D, 239), which 
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paid under an order of the Divorce Court, which =e . — from Bankruptcy Cases. 
fine time.” ‘The courts eld by decision: which sre binding on w» | ey PTO, As parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER, 

tha “y alll > “ry. cpt. C.A. No. 2. 3rd Nov. 

FLETCHER Mouton and Farwett, L.JJ, also delivered judgments | BANKRUeptcy—Proprerty or THE Bankrupt Dtvisiste Amona His 
allowing the appeal.—Counset, Z'rapnell ; Vaughan Williams. So ici CREDITORS—COMPENSATION GRANTED BY THE TREASURY—SUPER- 
rors, Vaughan Whitehead ; Colyer & Colyer. ANNUATION ALLOWANCE—Banxkruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 

| “ss. 18, 30—Surerannuation Act, 1859 (22 Vicr. c. 26), ss. 2, 7— 

| SUPERANNUATION Act, 1909 (9 Ep. 7, c. 10), ss. 1, 6. 
° . . The additional allowance granted by the Treasury to retiring civil 

High Court—King’s Bench | | ? 

. ee Nuperannuation Act, 1909, is ‘‘ compensation granted by the T'rea 
Division. | sury’’ within the meaning of Section 53, sub-section 2, of the Bank 
| ruptey Act, 1883, and is therefore not divisible among the creditors 
Insurance (Martne)—Constructive Totat Loss—VaLve or Wreck—| Appeal from a decision of Phillimore, J. (reported 55 Soxicrrors’ 
Marine Insurance Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 41), s.s. 60 & 91 (2). | JouRNAL, 689), on an application by the Official Receiver as 

A policy of re-insurance was expressed to be against the risk of total | trustee in the bankruptcy, for the directions of the Court, 
a constructive total loss by reason of the fact that the cost of repairing | Was adjudicated bankrupt in 1899, and had _ never applied for 
her, plus the cost of salvage and other expenses, plus the value of the | his discharge. Previous to his retirement he had been allowed by 
unrepaired wreck, would exceed the repaired or insured value. | the Treasury to adopt the provisions of the Superannuation Act of 
sections 60 and 91 (2), the value of the unrepaired wreck could not 1859, by enacting in Section 1, sub-section 1, that the super- 
be taken into account. annuation allowance of a retired civil servant should be calculated 

Macbeth v. Maritime Insurance Co. (1908, App. Cas. 144) discussed. | °? the basis of one-eightieth of his salary, multiplied by the number 

By a policy of marine insurance, dated the 30th of June, 1908, the | Section 1, sub-section 2: ‘“‘The Treasury may grant, by way of 
owner of the s.s. King Edward insured her for fourteen months from | additional allowance to any such civil servant, in addition to the super- 
the 23rd of May, 1908, against all the usual perils. The policy was for | annuation allowance . . . a lump sum equal to one-thirtieth of the 
the plaintiffs for £1,313. The plaintiffs reinsured their risk with the | completed years he has served.’’ The bankrupt could have had a 
defendants by a policy dated the 3lst of July, 1908, for £1,044 for | pension on the one-sixtieth basis, but preferred to adopt the pro- 
twelve months from the 13th of May, 1908. That policy (a) was ex- | visions of the 1909 Act; and on his retirement on the 31st of March, 
be paid thereon; (6) was on the steamer valued at $34,000, or as | lump sum of £312 4s. The question submitted to the Court by the 
original; (c) was against the risk of total or constructive total lors | Official Receiver was whether the lump sum was property of 
only. It was alleged by the plaintiffs that the ship became a construc- | the bankrupt acquired by him before his discharge, and so 
the cost of salvage and other expenses, plus the value of the unrepaired pension or ‘‘any compensation granted by the Treasury,” as 
wreck, would exceed the repaired value, or alternatively the insured | tg which the — Court may make such order as it thinks 
value of $34,000. They said they were liable to pay, and did pay, the just under Section 53, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy 
eee a 2 oe Ragen bs the reinsurance policy. The | cision of the Court. Phillimore, J., held that it was property of 
- 7 — iat be a Wes a constructive total loss, and con- | the bankrupt divisible among his creditors, upon the ground that 
ended that the value of the unrepaired wreck could not be taken into it was not a sum to which the bankrupt was entitled as of right, 

. — ‘ I 

Bray, J., in the course of his judgment, said there was no doubt a | hold, and was in the same position as a gift from any other person 
constructive total loss within the original policy. The difficulty was | to the bankrupt. Counsel for the appellant contended that the Act 
as to whether there was a constructive total loss within the reinsur- of 1909 had merely altered the way in which superannuation allow- 
roy 4 magne | = ~ Marine Insurance Act, 1906, which provided | entitled to the lump sum under that Act, as he would have been to 
_" yo oo ee a ) : “ig eed pest che ooh paves alin the policy, there | the superannuation allowance granted by the Act of 1859. The Court 
ls a constructive total logs where the su »ject-matter insured is reason- | did not call upon the respondent's counsel on this point, but desired 

| 
avoidable, or because it could not be preserved from actual total loss z Troaenry.”” within Secti Pe RE , 
without an expenditure which would exceed its value when the expendi- — by ye raed —s - aged = iat pty that 
ture had been incurred. (2) In particular there is a constructive total eee ae <r — : wiht | re 
that section runs: ‘“‘ Where a bankrupt... is entitled to any half- 
or goods by a peril insured against; 4 it is ikely the > Ci + 
ath a the bt or mee os the pbrye bn be cr ia oe een and that, therefore, the bankrupt must first make vs you 7 hat 
overing the shi — . as ce mo bo oe paste <1 ‘entitled’? to receive this sum. [Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—Now that 
covering the ship or goods, as the case may be, would exceed their the lump sum has been granted by the Treasury the bankrupt is 
she is so damaged by a peril insured against, that the cost of repair a P : Lents 

ing the damage would exceed the value of the ship when repaired.” 1909 (Section 6), and in the earlier Acts (Section 18 of the Act of 
It was ‘said that in estimating whether there was a constructive total 1834, Section 7 of the Act of 1859), compensation was always applied 
to compensation for an office abolished, and connotes the deprivation 


was a claim for alimony. That case is entirely different. Alimony is 
liability under a separation deed. The appeal must be allowed. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinucxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 52), ss. 44, 53—Superannuation Act, 1834 (4 & 5 Wit. 4, c. 24), 
servants under the provisions of Section 1, sub-section 2, of the 
HALL v, HAYMON, Bray, J. 18th Dec. of a bankrupt civil servant unless the Court so direct. 
or constructive total loss only. The plaintiff claimed that a vessel was | The bankrupt had been a clerk in the General Post Office, 
Held, that under the provisions of the Marine Insurance Act, 1906, 1909, which altered the provisions of the Superannuation Act of 
| of years of service, instead of one-sixtieth, and further provides in 
£5,001 upon the steamer valued at $34,000, and was underwritten by | salary and emoluments of his office, multiplied by the number of 
preceed to be a reinsurance of the original policy, and to pay as might | 1911, he was granted by the Treasury a pension of £105 and a 
tive total loss by reason of the fact that the cost of repairing her, plus | gjyisible among his creditors, or whether it was half-pay 
owner of the ship on the original policy, and they claimed that the | ‘act, 1883. The money was held by the Treasury pending the de- 
eccount. ut a sum which the Treasury had the option to grant or with- 
ance policy, and it was claimed that there was a constructive total loss ances were to be calculated, and that the bankrupt was just as much 
ably abandoned on account of itis actual total loss appearing to be un- | to hear them on the point as to whether this was not ‘ compensation 
loss : (i.) where the acsured is deprived of the possession of his ship pay or pension, or to any compensation granted by the Treasury,’ 
value when recovered ; or (ii.) in the case of damage to a ship, where | ' entitled” to it.] Counsel then contended that in the Act o 
loss the value of the wreck should be added. That depended on the 


construction of section 60, having regard to section 91 (2) of the Marine | of something. [Frercuer Movrron, L.J., referred to Section 50 of 
Insurance Act, 1906, which provides that ‘The rules of the common | the Act of 1834: “ Provided always . . . that nothing in this Act 


law, including the law merchant, save in so far as they are inconsistent | contained shall extend or be construed to extend to give- any person 
with the express provisions of this Act, shall continue to apply to | an absolute right to compensation for past services. } That section 
contracts of marine insurance.’ It had been laid down by Lord | is merely designed to preserve the right of the Crown to dismiss 
Herschell in Bank of England v. Vagliano (1891, L. R., App. Cas. 145) | its servants without compensation in the shape cf damages for dis 
that in such cases the code should be looked at first to see whether | missal. acid , : 
the words are clear. Having regard to eection 60 (1) of the Marine Cozens Harpy, M.R.—The question for decision in this case 
Insurance Act it seemed to him that the word “expenditure” wa’ | really arises under the Superannuation Act of 1909, but it is better, 
perfectly plain, and he could not construe it as including the value of | however, to deal first with Section 53 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
the wreck. He had to look also at the words of sub-section (2) (ii.), | which deals with persons in the civil service; in sub-section 1 with 
and he could not come to the conclusion that there was any ambiguity | those who are in actual service; and in sub-section 2 with those no 
about those words. It was inconsistent with the common law, because longer in actual service, as follows: ‘“‘ Where a bankrupt is in the 
the House of Lords, in the case of Macheth v. Maritime Insurance (Co. receipt of a salary or income other than as aforesaid, or is entitled 
(supra), held that the value of the wreck should be included in the | to any half-pay, or pension, or to any compensation granted by the 
calculation that he had to make, but as he had said, he had come to | Treasury, the “Court, on the application of the trustee, shall, from 
the conclusion that the words of the statute were inconsistent. 'There | time to time, make such order as it thinks just for the payment of 
fore he had come to the conclusion that the value of the wreck could | the salary, income, half-pay, pension, or compensation, or of any 
not be taken into consideration, and there would be judgment for the | part thereof, to the trustee, to be applied by him in such manner 
defendants with costs.—CounseL, Batlhache, K.C., and Mackinnon; | as the Court may direct.’’ This sub-section must be construed by 
Maurice Hill, K.C., and Leck. Soricitors, William A. Crump & Son; | the light of the statutes that were in force when the Bankruptcy 
Thomas Cooper & Co. | Act, 1883, was passed, and it is impossible to read the Superannua- 
[Reported by Leonarp %. Tuomas, Barrister-at-Law.] | tion Act of 1834 without seeing that the term ‘“‘ compensation” did 
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not apply solely to compensation for abolished offices. Section 18 
speaks of ‘‘ compensation in the nature of superannuation or retired 
allowance,’’ and Section 30 of ‘‘ compensation for past services.’ 
To come iow to the Superannuation Act of 1909, which alters the 
basis of superannuation allowances from one-sixtieth to one-eightieth 
of the salary, and enacts that the Treasury may grant, by way of 
additional allowance, a lump sum equal to one-thirtieth of the salary, 
multiplied by the number of completed years of service. It is quite 
clear that the civil servant has not the same right to the grant as 
to the pension based on the one-eightieth of his salary, but the ques 
tion now arising is whether the sum granted is property solely avail 
able for distribution among the bankrupt’s creditors, or whether it 
comes within Section 53, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 
In my opinion, it is compensation granted by, the Treasury in the 
sense in which compensation is spoken of in the Act of 1834, and 
falls within Section 53 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. It has been 
urged that Section 6 of the Act of 1909 only speaks of compensation 
for abolished offices, but by Section 8 that Act is made one with the 
Acts of 1834 and other Superannuation Acts, and this lump sum is 
compensation for past services within the meaning of Section 30 of 
the Act of 1834. The order of Phillimore, J., must be discharged, 
and a declaration made that this lump sum is property of the bank 
rupt, subject to the provisions of Section 53 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883. 

Fietcuer Movutron, L.J.—The first point taken—that there is no 
distinction between the pension and the additional allowance—is un 
arguable As to the second point, I agree that we must start with 
Section 53 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to see what the fair meaning 
of ‘‘ compensation ’’’ in that section is. It was contended that it 
only applied to abolished offices, but the earlier Acts shew ‘‘ com 
pensation ’’ used in both senses. The words of Section 18 of the 
Superannuation Act, 1834, ‘‘ Compensation in the nature of super 
annuation, or retired allowance,’’ put that beyond doubt. There 
fore, it is fair to interpret ‘‘ compensation ’’’ in the broad sense of 
all payments made on cessation of employment. 

Farwewi, L.J I agree, and should have been very sorry to be 
compelled to interpret ‘‘ compensation ’’ in the limited sense of a 
payment in compensation for an abolished office, the effect of which 
would have been to grant a protection to the holder of an abolished 
office which was denied to the recipient of compensation for past 
services Appeal allowed.—Counset, Tindale Davis; Sir J. Simon, 
8.G., and Hansell. Sontcrrors, Lumley & Lumley; The Solicitor to 
the Board of Trade. 


{Reported by P. M. Francxr, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
BECKER v. EARL’S COURT (LIM.). C.A. No. t. 2ist Dee. 


AppraL—Stay or Execution—Rerusat or Respondent's Sonicirors 1) 
Give Persona UNpeRTAKING—Orp. 58, rR. 16. 


The plaintiff eucceeded in an action in which nominal damages and 
an injunction were claimed on the ground of an alleged nuisance by 
nose {¢ the trial the defendants did not ask fora stay, but subse 
quently objected to pay the taxed costs except on the personal under 
taking of the plaintiff's solicitors This undertaking the solicitors 
declined to give Application for a stay was then made to the judge, 
hut he refused to make an order 

Held, dismiasing the application, that the matter was one in the 
absolute discretion of the court and that no special circumstances were 
shewn which would prima facie entitle the responde nts tu the order 
they sought 

Attorney-General v. Emerson (24 Q. B. D. 56) considered. 


Application on behalf of the defendant company for a stay of execu 
tion as to the taxed costs of the action. The action was brought for 
an injunction to restrain the defendant company from carrying on 
upon their premises at Earl’s Court any entertainment so as to cause 
a nuisance to the plaintiff, who was the tenant of a private house 
situated close to a part of the defendants’ property, where a number 
of side shows had been held, and for damages. Eve, J., granted the 
injunction as asked for by the plaintiff, and awarded him £25 
damages with costs. At the trial no application for a stay was made. 
The defendants paid the damages over to the plaintiff personally, but 
when the costs were taxed at £500 they wrote to the plaintiff's 
solicitors suggesting that they should give them their personal under 
taking as they had decided to appeal against the judgment. This 
the solicitors declined to do, pointing out that no application for a 
stay had been made at the close of the trial. An application by the 
defendants for an order to Eve, J., at chambers was unsuccessful. 
Hence this appeal. Counsel, in support of the application, stated he 
relied on the fact that the plaintiff’s solicitor had declined to give 
‘the usual undertaking.”’ 

Bucktey, L.J.—I know that solicitors, to facilitate matters, often 
give what you call the “‘ usual undertaking.’’ But a solicitor is never 
under any obligation to give a personal undertaking. 

VaucHan WittiAMs, L.J.—The fact that a solicitor declined to give 
an undertaking does not entitle the other side to come here and ask 
the court to draw the inference as to the incompetency or otherwise 
of the client’s means. 





Counsel replied, he referred to the fact as being evidence which the 
court, in its absolute discretion, was entitled to consider, 

VauGHAN Wut1aMs, L.J.—Assume that the plaintiff is a poor man, 
that in itself is no reason for a stay. 

Bucktey, L.J.—At present you have £500 taxed costs, which the 
court has ordered you to pay over now. You must shew there is 
some reason why you should not obey that order. 

Counsel referred to Attorney-General v. Emerson (24 Q. B. D. 56), 
and to the other cases cited in the White Book referring to ord. 58, 
r. 16, and began reading the affidavit. Counsel for the respondent said 
he had only just seen this affidavit, and he desired time to answer it. 
The hearing was accordingly adjourned. After the midday adjourn 
ment the affidavit in reply was put in, and having been considered, 

Tue Court (VAuGHAN WULLIAMs, BuckLey and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
intimated they were not prepared to grant the application. Appeal 
dismissed.—Counse., Alerander Grant, K.C., and Maugham, for the 
defendants; Manning, for the plaintiff. Soticrrors, Blair and W. B. 
Girling, Dunderdale Dehn, & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Resp, Barristcr-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
SCOTT v. SCOTT. Bargrave Deanc, J. 4th Dec. 
DissoLuTION oF MARRIAGE—Suit ror Nutiity sy Wire—Decrea 
GRANTED—SHORTHAND Notes oF Heartnc—Copies or Notes Sent To 


Relations BY PetirioneR—Morion To Commit ror ContemeptT—PRo- 
CEEDINGS in camerd PRIVATE. 


When a suit is heard in camera the details are privete, and must not 
be published in any manner, but the result of the trial may be made 
known. 

Motion by the respondent that the petitioner and her solicitors 
should be committed for contempt of court for publishing transcripts 
of the notes taken by the official shorthand writer at the hearing in 
camera of the petition for nullity of her marriage on the 13th of June, 
1911. Counsel for the petitioner stated in reply to the motion that 
the publication complained of was not in a newspaper. The question 
to be decided was whether a petitioner whose suit had been ordered 
to be tried in camera was entitled to tell her or his friends what had 
passed in cout. It was submitted by the notice of motion that the 
petitioner had contravened the order dated the 14th of February, 1911, 
directing that the suit should be heard in camerd. There was nothing 
in that order prohibiting the petitioner disclosing to anyone what had 
transpired at the trial. [BarGrave Deane, J.—What is the object of 
hearing cases in camerd?] To prevent unpleasant details being pub- 
lished. - [Barcrave Deane, J.—This lady has divulged details to various 
people when she told them what had happened in court.) It was not 
publication for a party to the suit saying to friends, ‘‘ The truth waa 
o-and-eo, and the evidence given was so-and-so.’’ Why should not he 
or she be permitted to explain matters to friends and_ relations? 
Counsel then referred to the affidavit of the petitioner, in which she 
stated that she had instructed her solicitors to obtain three transcripts 
of the official shorthand writer’s notes. One copy she had sent to her 
husband's father, one to his sister, and the remaining one to another 
person. She had done this in order to demonstrate to the recipients 
that she was in the right. [Barcrave Deane, J., said that the decree 
shewed that. There had been no misconduct in the case on the part of 
either party to the suit. He did not suggest that the petitioner com- 
mitted it intentionally, but he had no doubt that there had been 
contempt.} Counsel for the petitioner then expressed his client's 
apology for her contempt, which she had committed unwittingly. The 
affidavits of the petitioner’s solicitors were then read. Mr. Braby 
stated that his partner, Mr. Waller, had had no knowledge of the pro- 
ceedings, and that in all that he (Braby) had done he had acted under 
the directions of his client. He had obtained the three copies of the 
shorthand notes, one which he sent to the father of the respondent, and 
the other two to the petitioner. Mr. Braby offered his apologies to the 
court for his contempt, if any. Counsel for the respondent said that 
he accepted Mr. Waller's disclaimer, but stated that neither the peti 
tioner nor her solicitor had given the name of the third person to whom 
1 copy had been sent. [BarGrave Deane, J.—The name need not be 
disclosed, but these three transcripts must be recovered.] In the course 
of his judgment, 

BarGRAVE Deane, J., said that the object of trying cases in camerd 
was to protect both parties. The details in such cases were necessarily 
of a very private character, and all that the nearest relatives had a 
right to know was the result of the trial. In some cases neither side 
was in fault. In such circumstances it was a gross contempt of court 
to publish an account of anything done in chambers. In the present 
case what had been done had been done in ignorance. It must be 
learly understood in. future that the object of trying these unhappy 
ases in camerd was that they should be kept private. He was quite 
sure that the petitioner would not have done anything wrong inten 
tionally, and the same remark applied to Mr. Braby, though there was 
less excuse for him, being a solicitor, but he (the learned judge) accepted 
his explanation. There would be no excuse in future, and, unless the 
Court of Appeal thought differently, it would stand that what transpired 
in camera was private. He accepted the apologies, but the costs of the 
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motion would have to be paid by them jointly or severally, as the 
case might be.—CounseL, Bayford, for respondent ; Barnard, K.C., and 
W. O. Willis, for petitioner. Soxicrrors, W. S. Jerome; Braby & 


Waller. 
[Reported by Diosr Cores-Prespr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


DOOLEY v. DOOLEY. Bargrave Deane, J. 4th Dec. 


Divornce—Petition By Wire—ResponpENT Out or ENGLAND—ORDER TO 
Pay Costs anp Give Securiry ror FurtrHer Costs—ORDER NOT 
SERVED ON RESPONDENT—RESPONDENT’S INTEREST IN REVERSION-- 
InsguNCTION RESTRAINING ANY DEALING WITH REVERSION. 

Where a respondent had been ordered to pay certain costs and give 
security for further costs of wife-petitioner, the court granted an injunc 
tion restraining any dealing with funds in which he had a reversionary 
interest, notwithstanding that he was out of the country and had not 
been served with the order 


Motion to restrain a respondent in a divorce suit from dealing with 
certain funds in which he had a revereionary interest. Counsel for 
petitioner stated that his client alleged cruelty and adultery against 
her husband. The respondent had filed an answer, but had since left 
this country for Chile. On the 14th of November, 1911, the 
Registrar made an order on the respondent directing him to pay 
the sum of £35 58. 3d. in respect ot the wife's costs, and to give 
security for £25 in order to cover her costs of and incidental to the 
hearing of the divorce suit. It had not been possible to serve the orde1 
upon the respondent, but it had been served upon his solicitor. The 
respondent was not possessed of any property in England upon which 
execution could be levied, but under his father’s will he had a rever- 
sionary interest in about £5,000, which was subject to the life interest 
of his mother. Already he had charged it to the extent of £3500, and 
had expressed the intention of further charging it in order to obtain 
money to be spent, presumably, in Chile. Counsel asked the court to 
restrain the trustees under the will of the respondent’s father from 
paying over, and the respondent and his agents from receiving, charg 
ing, or in any way dealing, with the property in question. ‘The. cases 
of Bullus v. Bullus (54 Soricrrors’ Journat 343) and Gillett v. Gillett 
(38 W. R. 144, 14 P. D. 158) were cited in support of the application 
Counsel for the respondent contended that the decision in Bullus v 
Bullus (supra) only dealt with a legacy. Further it was submitted that 
an injunction ought not to be granted upon a respondent out of the 
country, and who had not been served. 


BaRGRAVE Deane, J., made an order for an gape in the term: 
pe for, and gave the petitioner the costs of the motion.—CouNSsEL 
’. Russeil; Duckworth. Soxscrrors, H. J. Oddy; H.C. L. Hanne. 


[Reported by Diesy Cores-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law.) 








County Courts. 


GEE v. SERGEANT, LONGSTAFF, & CO. (LIM.). Whitechapel. 
Judge Cluer, 14th Dee. 


WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION—EXECUTION UNDER MEMORANDUM. 


A workman lost one leg by accident arising out of and in the course 
of his employment, and a memorandum of agreement was recorded for 
payment of compensation to him at 16s. 6d. per week ‘‘ during total or 
partial incapacity.’’ After the payments had been continued for some 
time the employers’ solicitor wrote to say that in his clients’ opinion 
the man could obviously do work of some kind. Therefore, they 
declined to continue payments on the. basis of total incapacity, but 
would do so at a reduced rate of 10s. per week, which was considered 
a liberal sum for the partial extent to which the workman was in 
capacitated. Next pay day 10s. was tendered and refused. The 
workman then entered an application for leave to issue execution for 
16s. 6d. alleged to be due. On receipt of the notice the employers’ soli- 
citor wrote requiring the man to submit for medical examination at the 
offices of the General Accident Assurance Corporation, and enclosed a 
postal order for his expenses. The workman did not attend, and a 
cross-application was entered for suspension of the right to com 
pensation. Valentine Ball (for the workman) contended that the 
employers are bound by the recorded agreement to pay 16s. 6d. per 
week. This is to be treated for all purposes as a county court judg 
ment. The only question is, whether the money has been paid. If 
the employers consider the amount too much, they should apply for 
review. They must not take the law into their own hands. The man 
will prove that he has not been paid, and that is sufficient evidence 
to shew default justifying issue of execution. Scott Duckers (for 
the employers) contended that: (1) The application should be made 
to the registrar. He is the person to be satisfied that there has been 
default. Where jurisdiction is given expressly to the registrar, the 
judge cannot interfere : Rhodes v. Soothill Colliery (1909, 1 K. B. 191) 
(2) The employers are entitled to call evidence to shew that there has 
been no default : Jbrahim Said v. Welsford (1910, 3 B. 233). (3) The 
workman improperly refused to submit for examination, and his right 
to compensation should be suspended. Valentine Ball, in reply, said 
that : (1) The registrar expressly referred this matter to the judge. 
(2) The wording of the memorandum, and the facts of this case, are 
clearly distinguishable from those in Jhrahim Said v. Welsford. (3) 
Employers can only require workmen to submit for examination while 


in receipt of compensation. Here the money has been stopped, and 
with it the right to medical examination as well. 

His Honour Judge Civer: I hold that I have jurisdiction to deal 
with an application to issue execution, but the workman’s right to 
apply will be suspended until he has submitted for medical examina- 
tion at the Insurance Company’s office. In the meantime the applica- 
tion for execution will stand adjourned, with liberty for the employers 
subsequently to call evidence to shew that no default has been made. 





New Orders, &c. 


The National Insurance Act, 1911. 
(1 & 2 Geo. 5, c. 55, s. 83.) 

Notice is hereby given, that the Lords Commissioners of His 
Majesty's Treasury have, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon 
them by section 2 of the Rules Publication Act, 1893, and by section 
83 of the National Insurance Act, 1911, and of every other power 
enabling them on that behalf, issued under date the 28th December, 
1911, Provisional Regulations constituting a joint committee of the 
several bodies of Commissioners appointed for the purposes of Part I. 
of the latter Act, and providing for the exercise and performance by 
such joint committee of certain of the powers and duties of the 
several bodies of Commissioners as provided in sub-section (2) of the 
above quoted section. 

Copies of the Provisional Regulations may be purchased, either 
directly or through any bookeeller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, 
Limited, Fetter-lane, Ik.C.; or Messre. Oliver & Boyd, Tweeddale 
court, Edinburgh; or Messrs. E. Ponsonby, Limited, 116, Grafton- 
street, Dublin. 





Societies. 
The Law Society. 


The following are opinions of the Council on points submitted to 
them :— 
[Reprinted from last month’s G'azette.]} 
Law, Practice and Usage, 1909, at p. 233. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Mortgagee’s costs of obtaining copies of 
provisional valuations.—Members inquired whether the costs of a 
solicitor for a mortgagee of obtaining a copy of a provisional valuation 
and advising his client upon it were payable by the mortgagor on 
demand, or must be added by the mortgagee to the price of redemp- 
tion. 

The Council replied that the costs must be added to the security, and 
referred to the case of Hx parte Fewings; In re Sneyd (25 Ch. D. 339) 
deciding that costs and expenses of a mortgagee, which the mortgagor 
will be compelled to pay as a condition of being allowed to redeem, 
do not constitute a debt in respect of which an action can be maintained 
igainst the mortgagor. 

Opigion of Council, 19 October, 1911. 


Law, Practice and Usage, 1909, at p. 319. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 8. 73. Stamp duty on conveyances under 
£500.—A was desirous of conveying a certain farm to her two sons by 
way of voluntary conveyance. ‘The value of the farm was stated to be 
£700, and as it was A’s intention that the sons should viv hold as 
joint tenants, it was proposed that separate conveyances should be 
executed of each moiety, each being valued at £350. In reply to an 
inquiry from members, the Council expressed the opinion that each of 
the conveyances would form part of a larger transaction, and that 
certificates to the contrary could not properly be inserted in them. 

Opieion of Council, 19 October, 1911. 
Law, Practice and Usage, 1909, at p. 198. 

Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Copies of returns and valuations; 
vendor and purchaser.—The Council are of opinion that there is no 
legal obligation upon a vendor to comply with a requisition of a 
purchaser to furnish copies of any returns which may have been made 
on Form LV., or of any provisional valuation which may have been 
received by the vendor. The furnishing of such copies must be 
regarded as an act of courtesy. 

Opinion of Council, 26 October, 1911. 


Law. Practice and Usage, 1909, at p- 205. 


Custody of deeds; common title to separate lots sold by auction for 
the same price.—Conditions of sale being silent as to the custody of 
deeds relating to a title common to three lots of property sold at the 
same auction for the same price respectively, the purchases were com- 
pleted in the order in which they had been submitted for sale on the 
understanding that the Council should decide as to who should hold the 
deeds in question. 

The Council decided that the deeds should be held by the purchaser 
of the lot last submitted for sale, he giving the usual acknowledgment 
for production to the other purchasers. 


Opinion of Council, 26 October, 1911. 
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Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, on the 
9th inst., Mr. Richard 8. Taylor in the chair. The other directors 
present were Sir Henry J. Johnson, and Messrs. S. P. B. Bucknill, 
T. 8S. Curtis, A. Davenport, W. Dowson, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), H. 
Fulton (Salisbury), W, KE. Gillett, C. Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, 
L. W. North Hickley, J. F, N. Lawrence, C. G. May, and Maurice A. 
Tweedie. A sum of £837 was distributed in grants of relief. Three 
new members were admitied, and other general business was transacted. 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Struvenrs’ Desatine Sociery.—Jan, 9.—Chairman, Mr. C, P. 
Blackwell. Phe subje t for debate was “That the case of Lt Pryce, 
Lawford vy, Pryce (1911, 2 Ch. 26) was wrongly. decided.”” Mr. C. W. 
Hill opened in the affirmative, Mr, A. J. Vere Bass seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr, W. M. Pleadwell opened in the negative, Mr. H. G. 
Meyer seconded in the negative. The following members continued the 
debate: Messrs, E. D. Shearn and W. 8, Meeke. The motion wae lost 
by four votes. 

Birnmincuam Law Srupents’ Socirery.—Dec. 12.—Mr. R. A. Willes, 
Barrister-at-Law, in the chair.—The following moot point was de 
bated: ‘‘ Tupman keeps a savage dog for the protection of his 
premises. The dog formerly belonged to Bill Sikes. One night Bill 
Sikes breaks into ‘lupman’s premises, and being discovered there by 
Robert Peel, a policeman, lets the dog loose and sets it on to the 
policeman, whom it severely injures. Can Robert Peel successfully 
sue Tupman for damages? Mr. J. D. Sampson opened for the 
affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. T. H. Knight, J. D. Evans, 
D. A. Parry, W. F. Horden, and W. J. Blackham. Mr. R. W. 
Frazier opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. H. 
Cooke, D. A. Daniels, A. Wilson, B. B. Davis, A. J. Hatwell, 
E. C. G. Clarke, H. 8. Brookes, and T. H. Ekins. After the openers 
had replied, the chairman summed up, and on the question being 
put to the meeting the voting resulted :—For the Affirmative, 4; for 
the Negative, 12. 

PLymoutH, STONEHOUSE, AND Devonport Law Srupents’ Society. 

Nov. 30.—Mr. A. R. Hamilton Akaster (Solicitor and Notary Pub- 
lic) presided, and there was a large attendance of articled clerks. 
Mr. W. H. Howland proposed: ‘That the case of Lloyd v. Grace, 
Smith & Co. (1911, 2 K. B. 489) was wrongly decided.’’ The pro 
position was seconded by Mr. 8. Burridge. The motion was opposed 
by Messrs. S. Leighton Heard and J. Woolland. Messrs. E. Vosper, 
Cyril J. Geldard, F. Stanley Murray, Basil H. Chowen, and Cedric 
H. Akaster also spoke. Mr. Howland having replied, the Chairman 
summed up, and on the motion being put to the meeting it was lost 
by one vot« 

Dec. 14.—The President, Mr. J. L. Woollcombe, in the chair. 

The subject for discussion was the following Law Notes moot : 

Micawber borrows £1,000 at 5 per cent. interest from Ralph 
Nickleby on the security of a legal mortgage of Bleak House. De 
fault having been made in payment of the £1,000, Nickleby, on the 
Ist of December, serves Micawber with a notice to pay off the money 
at the end of three months. On the 4th of December Micawbet 
tenders the £1,000, with interest up to that date, but Nickleby 
refuses to accept it, claiming interest up to the Ist of March. Micaw 
ber refuses to pay any further interest. Can Nickleby exercise the 
power of sale given by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, after the 1st of 
March? ’’—Mr. F. Stanley Murray opened the debate in favour of 
the affirmative, and was supported by Mr. Lancelot V. Holt; Mr. J. 
Woolland. leading for the negative, was seconded by Mr. Basil H. 
Chowen. Messrs. H. J. Howland, Cedric H. Akaster, 8. Burridge, 
Cvril J. Geldard, and S. Leighton Heard also took part in the 
debate.—Mr. Murray having replied, the Chairman, summing up at 
considerable length, put the motion to the meeting, when the negative 
was dec ided by one vote. 

Leeps Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 4.—Mr. Herbert Denison, 
solicitor, in the chair, when the following was the subject for discus 
sion : ‘‘ A committee organize a horse show and gymkhana, and employ 
a firm of contractors (specialists in that line) to («fer alia) fix wood rail 
about 200 vards by 90 yards to form the show ring. An entrance fee 
is charged. While the gymkhana is in progress the rail and post form 
ing the ring give way under the pressure of the crowd, and a person 
who had paid for admission is forced into the ring and injured by a 
horse which had got out of control through no fault of the rider. Can 
such person recover damages against the committee’?’’ Mr. A ay D. 
Smith, B.A., opened on behalf of the affirmative, and Mr. R. K. Talbot 
on behalf of the negative. ‘The following gentlemen also spoke : Messrs. 
Atkinson, Barker, Bromley, Brown, Broadbent, Burrill, Clarke, Fawcett, 
Jones. Kave, Pounder, W. N. Roberts, Stockdale, Terry and Walker. 


The question was decided in the affirmative by nine votes to seven. 


Dec. 11.—Mr. A. E. Chapman, LL.D., in the chair.—The subject for 
debate was: ‘‘ Law Notes Moot. No. 3.’’ Mr. W. N. Roberts led on 
behalf of the affirmative, and Mr. C. 8. Hays on behalf of the negative. 





The following gentlemen also spoke: Messrs. Anderson, Armitage, 
Atkinson, Bromley, Broadbent, Brown, Burrill, Brooks, Clarke, Col- 
beck, Jobbings, Jones, Kaye, Reddy, Smith, R. B. Stockdale, Taylor, 
Walker, and Whitham. The question was decided in the negative by 
twelve votes to nine. 


The annual dinner of the society was held recently, at which repre- 
sentatives from Bradford, Nottingham and York were present. Lord 
Gorell, the society’s president, was in the chair, and amongst others 
were present Mr. Justice Phillimore, Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., 
Mr. W. J. Waugh, K.C., the Lord Mayor (Mr. Wm. Nicholson), the 
Chief Constable (Major Tarry), and the vicar of Leeds, Dr. Bickersteth, 


*.* We must ask some of the correspondents who favour us with 
information as to the debates of Law Students’ Societies to expend 
a small sum in the purchase of decent notepaper. Tissue paper of the 
thinnest description is not a delectable material for reading or print 
ing from, especially when coupled with type-writing in pale ink. 
We may add that the names of speakers are not infrequently unin 
telligible, and the words “for the aff’’ and ‘for the neg’”’ are apt 
to puzzle even intelligent compositors. We are aware that the 
reporters of these societies have duties to perform in the offices of their 
principals, but if the reports could reach us on or before Wednesday in 
each week it would be a convenience, 








Obituary. 
Mr. F. Stroud. 


We regret to announce the death, on Tuesday last, of Mr, Frederick 
Stroud, barrister-at-law, at the age of seventy-six years. He was, we 
believe, a native of Cheltenham, and practised with success as a solicitor 
in that town for nearly twenty years. Before his articles had expired 
he had published his “County Court Practice in Bankruptcy,’’ which 
was regarded as a standard work until the Act of 1883. Full of energy, 
tenacious in the assertion and defence of public and private rights and 
gifted with much shrewdness, he became one of the best known men in 
the district. As leader during several years of the Conservative party in 
Cheltenham, he fought with excellent tact and spirit two electoral battles, 
and trained himself in public speaking until he became a very effective 
platform orator, 

One would suppose that Mr. Stroud, having attained this position, 
would rest content with it and not abandon it for the doubtful chances 
of the Bar. But, somewhere about 1870, he conceived the idea of col- 
lecting and publishing judicial interpretations of words and phrases. 
The idea was novel, and enormous labour was involved in properly carry- 
ing it out. During many years he occupied what leisure he could find 
from his active professional life at Cheltenham in laying the foundations 
of the work. But we fancy he found it impossible under such circum- 
stances to build it up satisfactorily or speedily, and in 1883 he migrated 
to the Bar, establishing himself in London, so as to take advantage of 
the great law libraries in the more frequent intervals of work in the 
course of his practice in London and on the Oxford circuit. Neverthe- 
less, it was not until 1890 that the first edition of the book appeared. It 
was universally welcomed as supplying a deficiency in legal literature, 
and it attained a considerable success. But the author was not content 
with the extent to which the idea of the work was carried out. He set 
to work, with characteristic energy, to extend and complete the book, 
and in 1903 a second edition in three volumes was published, which not 
only largely increased the number of judicial definitions recorded, but 
idded also a considerable number of statutory definitions. To help in 
the preparation of this edition Lord Lindley and Mr. Justice Gainsford 
Bruce afforded to the author the help of MS. word-books whch they had 
compiled, and no pains were spared by Mr. Stroud in ensuring accuracy 
and completeness. The edition was printed in the United States in 
order to secure copyright there, and the trouble of making the neces- 
sary corrections must have been enormous. Six years afterwards there 
was published a supplement to the book bringing down the judicial 
definitions to the end of the year 1906, and including definitions given 
by the Scottish judges. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Stroud’s services had been recognised by his appoint- 
ment in 1901 as Recorder of Tewkesbury—a position of honour, but of 
little judicial work. He had a long and severe illness two or three years 
ago and retired from practice, but after his recovery he kept up his 
connection with his many friends at Lincoln’s Inn by frequent visits 
to the Common Rcom. Only a month ago he finished the work of editing 
the 5th edition of Maxwell's “ Interpretation of Statutes,’’ which will 
shortly be published. He was, notwithstanding his strong views, a 
man of singular kindliness of disposition, and eminently sociable. His 


loss will be deplored by many friends. 


Mr. T. J. Edwards. 


We learn with great regret of the death of Mr. Thomas John 
Edwards, barrister-at-law, on the 7th inst., at the age of seventy-four 
years. He was the son of Mr. James Edwards, of Liverpool, and 
was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the 
Bar in 1864, apd practised for many years as an equity draftsman and 
conveyancer, but retired from practice some time ago. He was editor 
of the Weekly Reporter between the years 1875 and 1880, and con- 
ducted that publication with great efficiency. He was one of the 
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Governors of Dulwich College, and took an active part in the affairs 
of that institution. Mr, Edwards was a man of great culture, wide 
reading and genial wit, and was a fascinating conversationalist, 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. WriirtramM Liewetyn Witrtams, Barrister-at-Law, has been 
appointed Recorder of the Borough of Swansea, in the room of His 
Honour Judge Morgan, K.C., resigned. 

Dr. T. Caro Worsrotp, M.A., of the firm of Wainwright & Co., 
solicitors, of 9, Staple Inn, Holborn, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Affidavits, &c., in England for the High Courts of the 
Provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan, of Northern and Southern 
Rhodesia, Straits Settlement, and Yukon territory. Dr. Worsfold was 
admitted in July, 1883. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Admission. 


Messrs. Day & Yewdall, Solicitors, of 4, Central Bank Chambers, 
Leeds, have taken into partnership Mr. WiLLIAM NICHOLSON WILD, B.A. 
(Cantab.), who has been with them during the past eight years in a 
confidential capacity. The name of the firm will not be changed. 


Dissolutions. 


Witt1am Kinross ARBER and Francis Batt Lewis, solicitors (Arber 
& Lewis), 11, Old Jewry-chambers, London. Dec. 30 

CHARLES JAMES BAND and WALTER HENDERSON CLELAND, solicitors 
(Band, Hatton & Co.), 8, High-street, Coventry. Dec. 30. The said 
Charles James Band will continue to practise under the style or firm 
of Band, Hatton & Co.; the said Walter Henderson Cleland will con- 
tinue to practise in his own name at 28, High-street, Coventry. 

Cartes Minter and Wit1t1am Henry Brrcu, solicitors (Brittan, 
Livett & Miller), Bristol. Dec. 31. So far as regards the said William 
Henry Birch ; the said Charles Miller will continue to practise under the 
said style or firm of Brittan, Livett & Miller. 

Rosert Epmunp CAMPBELL, SypNEY Matcotm Barrp, and Haroip 
Woorton Perkrns, solicitors (Campbell, Baird & Perkins), 41, Jermyn- 
street, St. James, London. Jan. 1. So far as concerns the said Sydney 
Malcolm Baird. ; 


FRANK Wotstencrort Jones and Tuomas TANNETT, solicitors (E. M. | 
Jones, Son, & Tannett), Nos. 3, 4, and 5, Greek-street-chambers, Park- | 
row, Leeds. Dec. 31. Each member of the said late firm will continue | 


to practise on his own account at the above address; as to the said 
F. W. Jones, under the style or firm of E. M. Jones and Son; as to the 
said T. Tannett, in his own name. 

ARTHUR W. Pace and Vincent THompson, solicitors (Page & Thomp- 
son), Bristol. Dec. 31. [Gazette, Jan. 5. 

Cartes Bere and Rotanp Howe Ley, solicitors (Bere & Ley), Mil- 
verton. Dec. 31. 

JoHN DurHam, Georce Copiestone CarTER and ANDREW CHARLES 
LanceLot DuruaM, solicitors (Durham, Carter & Durham), Kingston-on- 
Thames, and 3, Arundel-street, Strand, London. Dec. 31. 


Ernest JOHN GUNNER and Epwarp WItson, solicitors (Gunner & 
Wilson), Newport, Isle of Wight. Dec. 30. So far as concerns the said 
Ernest John Gunner, who retires from the firm ; the said Edward Wilson 
will continue to carry on the said business in partnership with Mr. 


Adrian Jerome Smith Jerome, under the style or firm of Gunner, Wilson | 


& Jerome. 
Witu1am Dickinson and Ernest LonspALe Nanson, solicitors (How- 


son, Dickinson & Nanson), Whitehaven. Dec. 31. The said William | 
Dickinson will continue to carry on the said business under the style | 


or firm of Howson, Dickinson & Co 


Joun Moopir, Hersert JoHN Moopie, and Percy ALrrep Mooprtr, 
solicitors (Moodie & Sons), 2, Basinghall-avenue, London. Nov. 15. 
The said Herbert John Moodie and Percy Alfred Moodie will carry on 
the said business under the same style. 


Epmunp SHIRLEY ParKEeR and ALBION Henry HERBERT RICHARDSON, 
M.P., solicitors (Parker & Richardson), Friar’s House, New Broad- 
street, London. Dec. 31. 


Epwarp CLARE SeweLL, Cyriz Orro Hupson Sewett, and Howarp 
Sr. Grorce Raw ins, solicitors (Sewell & Rawlins), Cirencester. Jan. 1. 
Such business will be carried on in the future by the said E. C. Sewell 
and H. St. G. Rawlins. 


Frank Herron Stevens and Grorce Epmunp Macer, solicitors 
(Stevens & Mager), 7, King-street, Cheapside, London. Dec. 31. The 
said Frank Herron Stevens will coutinue to practise at the above address 
in his own name. [Gazette, Jan. 9. 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, ZZJNCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 
Chairman —John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 
Harold Agnew, Esq. L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. | Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
C. E. Broughton, Esq. The Rt. Hon. Lord Macnaghten, G.C,M.G. 
Edmund Church, Esq. William Maples, Esq. 
Philip G. Collins, Esq. Edward Moberly, Esq. 
Robert William Dibdin, Esq. The Hon, Mr. Justice Phillimore. 
Sir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. George Thompson Powell, Esq. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. Tne Hon, Charles Russell, 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Grantham. H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED ~- - £4,750,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions and Life Interests Purchased, 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 


W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 








General. 


It is stated that Mr. H. F. Dickens, K.C., has been appointed Com- 
missioner of Assize to go the Midland Circuit, commencing on Monday, 
The Departmental Committee on the jury system, presided over by 
Lord Mersey, is stated to have met on the 5th inst. at the Royal Com- 
missions House, and commenced the taking of evidence. The proceed- 
ings were conducted in private, and four or five witnesses were called. 

It is stated that in the matter of the Birkbeck Permanent Benefit 
Building Society and the Birkbeck Bank the Court of Appeal has fixed 
22nd January for the hearing of the appeal from the judgment of 
Mr. Justice Neville. Each class of persons having a claim against the 
assets will be represented by counsel under the representation order 
made by the court, which provides for the costs. 

Sir Edward Carson, referring to the report that he would not appear 
in the Law Courts until the end of the Home Rule debates in the 
House of Commons, said on Tuesday, according to the Z'imes, that 
the statement was not true. He added that the origin of the report 
was probably to be found in the fact that when the Bill is being fought 
he will, obviously, have to devote all his time to it. [We stated this 
explicitly and correctly, ante p. 61.] 

The death is announced of Mr. Justice Cohen, of the Supreme Court 
of New South Wales, during his return voyage to Australia. He was 
called to the English Bar in 1868, and to the New South Wales Bar in 





1871. After holding office as Colonial Treasurer and Minister of Justice, 
ha was appointed a District Court Judge in 1881 and Acting Judge of 
the Supreme Court of New South Wales in 1895. In 1896 he was per- 
manently appointed to the Bench as a Judge of the Supreme Court. 

At the City Coroner’s Court on Monday, says the Morning Advertiser, 
two gentlemen who appeared in the jury box stated that they appeared 
as substitutes for persons who had been summoned. In one case the 
original juror had been called away by a sudden death in his family. 
The coroner (Dr. Waldo) said he was very sorry to hear the reason, 
but he could not accept a substitute. Otherwise he might have a jury 
all substitutes. The gentleman might take his own turn if he liked, 
but he could not sit as a substitute. He had never accepted substitutes, 
and never intended to. In the second case it was put forward that 
the man originally summoned was over the age limit. On this the 
coroner remarked that there seemed to be an impression in the City of 





| London that Ris officers had no right to summon persons over 60 years 
| of age. That was quite wrong. Any man,in the City who was a true 


and lawful citizen over 21, even if he were 70, was liable. Even aliens 

who had resided ten years in this country could be called upon. His 
officer received on Saturday six or eight indignant letters from gentle- 
men who said that they were over 60, and ought not to have been 
| summoned. They said they would appeal to the coroner, and now they 
had his ruling. They would all have to come up next time. 

An interesting point was, says the 7'imes, raised at the Beaconsfield 
(Bucks) Sessions. Four Marlow men were summoned at the instance 
of the Corporation of the City of London for damaging a holly tree 
in Burnham Beeches to the extent of £5. Mr. Winter Taylor, solicitor, 
of High Wycombe, who represented the defendants, asked for the 
minute of the Corporation authorizing these proceedings, and also for 
| the minute authorizing Mr. Hogarth, solicitor, of Beaconsfield, who 

appeared for the Corporation, to represent that authority. Mr. 

Hogarth argued that the production of these minutes was not necessary. 

Mr. Winter Taylor said it was a well-known rule that a corporation 

must have its authority produced for taking proceedings. A corpora- 
tion could not appear without a sealed copy of the minute authorizing 

a solicitor to appear to prosecute. Similar points had been raised in 

other courts, and it was held to be a gross irregularity not to produce 
| the authority. Mr. M. C. Duchesne, superintendent in the employ of 
the City Corporation, said he had authority under the by-laws to take 

proceedings from the solicitor to the Corporation. It was stated, 

however, that these proceedings were not instituted under the by-laws. 
| The Bench upheld the point taken by Mr. Winter Taylor and dismissed 
| the case. 
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BY APPOINTMENT. 


GENERAL 


ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, Limirep. 
ESTABLISHED 1885. 


Assets Over i 
Claims Paid EXCEED 


£2.000,000 


_ ne £4,000,000 
CHIEF OFPICES: General Buildings, Perth. 
Gene:al Buildings, Aldw) ch, Strand, Lond n, W.C. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


Bonds accepted by the High Courts for Receivers and / dministra‘ ors; by Board 
of Trade for Trustees in Bankruptcy and Liquidators. i 
Bonds also accepted by the Inland Revenue, Excise, Treasury, and other Govern- 
meat Departments. ; 
CONTINGENCY RISKS. 
Guarantees issued in respect of Lost or Missing Documents, Def.ctive Title 
Missing Beneficiaries, and Issue Risks. F. NURIE-MILLER, J.P., General Manager. 











The Strood (Kent) Rural District Council have, says the 7’imes, con 
sulted the Local Government Board with reference to cases in which 
the owners of dilapidated cottage property are in such impecuniou 
circumstances that they are unable to comply with the Council's order | 
to put the «dwellings into repair. The Local Government Board have 
leclined to express an opinion upon the merits of the cases, as appeals 
before them, but they add that they cannot sanction 
étance to owners, 


have to come 
expenditure of further money in giving as 


His Honour Judge Bryn 
Sessions, would not, says the 7J'imes, allow a case to be conducted 
entirely in Welsh. rhe question arose through the prosecuting 
solicitor’s observation that the jury could not follow the evidence 
in English, whereupon a juror sail that because he had taken the 
oath in Welsh it must not be assumed he could not understand evidence 


in English. The prosecuting solicitor suggested that as both magis 


trates and pe understood Welsh the proceedings should be carried 
on in that language, but the Judge remarked that that would render a 


conviction liable to be upset. 


Roberts, presiding at Carnarvon Quarter 


Mr. Roosevelt, in an article in the Outlook, returns, says the Washing 
ton corres} mdent of the T'ime to his criticism of the judiciary lor 
a tendency to be out of sympathy with “the spirit and needs of the 
times,’” and makes a novel proposal of what is tantamount to a recall 
of decisions by popular vote if the decisions militate against progress 
The article is extremely moderate, and there can be little doubt that, 
on 6everal occasions in recent years, by literal interpretation of the 
Constitution, the Courts have annulled useful measures of social and 
economic reform, but not even the way in which Mr. Roosevelt 
entrenches himself behind Lincoln’s criticism of the Supreme Court 
in regard to the Dred Scott case is likely to avert a fresh outbreak | 
of wrath from strict Constitutionalists. : 


A useful place has, says the 7'imes, been found for photography in 
the administration of justice, and further possibilities for it are opening 
up. It has long been used, and, subject to certain stringent precau 
tions, with good results, for purposes of indentification. Certain 
judges—for example, the late Lord Hannen—might look askance at 
this form of proof, and dwell upon its many great imperfections, But 
tv disregard it entirely is impossible Everyone knows that photo 
graphy is used for the purpose of comparing the finger-marke left by 
burglars upon safes or plate chests with the records of marks preserved 
at Scotland Yard. A new use of the Kodak has lately been demon- 
strated. It is notorious that in the case of riots or of disturbances 
accompanying strikes, or in acts of sabotage which are the work of 
many hands, it is extremely difficult to bring home guilt to any one 
person. There is pretty sure to be a conflict of evidence as to identity. 
[he witnesses for the prosecution may agree in identifying certain 
prisoners, but it will be strange if there are not others who, not 
necessarily with a desire to lie, but from unconscious bias or imperfect 
memory, speak to an alibi. While suspecting that the accused are 
guilty, a jury will generally acquit when there are any such violent 
discrepancies in the evidence. Here may come in with decisive effect 
the snapshot. The prisoners are seen in the tell-tale film tossing goods 
from a railway wagon, or they are piling up fuel upon a fire in the 
doomed premises of an obnoxious employer. The alibi is blown out of 
court by the developed film. This branch of evidence ie still in its 
infancy. It may be one day used so as to destroy some of the 
favourite and most successful defences of guilt. Already in all cases 
of disputed handwriting and alleged forgery the aid of photography 
is indispensable. It plays a great part in claims as to compensation ; 
a picture, speaking to the eye, tells more than many witnesses can. 
Where juries would once have required a view of the locus in quo, a 
good photograph on a large scale may suffice. In a score of ways this 
art comes to the aid of justice. 

At a meeting of the Surveyors’ Institute, held on the 8th inst., Mr. 
Frank W. Hunt read a paper on “ The Tendency of Recent Modification 
of the Lands Clauses Acts.’’ Having reviewed the law and practice 
relating to the compulsory acquisition of land, Mr. Hunt said, accord- 
ing to the 7’imes, that private Bill legislation had in recent years more 





| 

} 

| authority, an arbitrator and not a jury being the normal tribunal. 
| 


| Monday Jan. 15 Mr Theed 
16 


or less generally embodied the following principles :—(1) Large powers 
for the acquisition of property compalesrily for public purposes, exercis. 
able without the necessity for special application to Parliament, in 
some instances by meane of a resolution of a public authority only, or 
by means of an order confirmed by a Government Department. (2) 
| The lands to be taken are not restricted to what are actually required 
for the undertaking, but extend to large areas for recoupment and 
for reinstating persons displaced. An almost universal exemption 
from the sections relating to the sale of surplus lands now exists. (3) 
The substitution as the basis of compensation of market value for the 
value to the owner, with the exclusion from consideration of any new 
interests created after the date the scheme was made public, or for any 
| addition or alteration to the premises made after the same date. The 
| right of promoters, in having the compensation assessed, to pray in 
aid the benefit an owner will obtain from the execution of the works, 
| (4) Express statutory provision that no additional allowance is to be 
made because the purchase is compulsory, thus depriving claimants of 
the customary 10 per cent. (5) Statutory designation of the character 
of the tribunal to settle disputed cases of compensation, even the 
personnel being determined not by the parties but by an independent 


Modification of the Lands Clauses Acts as to the payment of costs in 
certain cases; and the limitation of witnesses. (6) Promoters obtain 
absolute power in some cases, and in others a qualified right to take 
parte required without being compelled to take the whole. Mr. Howard 
Martin, in proposing a vote of thanks, said that the cost of assessing 
‘betterment ” had been so great, and the results so insignificant, that 
except in very simple cases it was practically not worth while to 
adopt the principle. Mr. Sydney A. Smith, in seconding, said that 
among the reforms which were desirable in the Lands Clavees Acts 
was one enabling owners who had been served with notice to treat to 


ret their cases promptly disposed of. 








Royar Navy.—Parents thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov ReorsTears ts ATTENDANCE OW 


Mr. Justice 


Emercexcy Appear Court Mr. Justice 
f Swinrew Eapr. 


Date, Rota. No, 2, Jovor. 
Mr Synge Mr Farmer 
Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Synge Charch Greswell Thead 
Goldschmidt Synge Charch 
Goldschmidt Synge 
Goldsch nidt 
Mr, Justice 
Eves. 


Mr Bloxam 


Tuesday .-...+-» Church Theed 


Wednesday 

Thursday ... 

Frnday 1 Greswell 
Saturday Beal Greswell 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. Wakrnrinotor. NEVILLE. Parkee. 


Mr Beal Mr Church Mr Greswe!! 
Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 
Leach Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 
Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 
Bloxam Beal Farmer Obarch 

Borrer Bloxam Synge 


Mr. Justice 


Morday Mr Leach 


Tuesday 
Wedresday....... 
Thursday ......... 
friday 1 
Saturday ......... 2 Theed 


HILARY SITTINGS, 1912. 
COURT OF APPEAL. HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Lorp Caaxcetioa’s Court. 


Mer. Justice JOYCE. 


Aprgat Covart I. 


Exparte Applications, Original Motions, 
and Appeals from the King’s Bench 


Division (Interlocutory List) and possi- 
bly some Appeals from the King’s Bench 
Final and Row Trial List will be in the 
Paper for hearing on Thursday, January 
11th. 

Appeals in the Final and New Trial List 
will be taken on Friday, the 12th Jan- 
uary, and continued in this Court 

Other businees will be taken from time to 
time, as announced in the Daily Cause 
Liet. 


Appgat Court II. 


Exparte Appl cations, Original Motions, 
aod Appeals from the Chancery, Pro- 
bate, Divorce and Admiralty Divisions 
(interlocutory List) will be in the Paper 
for hearing on llth January, and also 
probably some Ap; eals in the ae 
Genera! List. These Final Appeals will 
be continued to the end of the printed 
General List. 

Other Business to be taken in this Court 
will, from time to time, be announced 
in the Daily Cause List. 





Non-Witness business will be taken on 
Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, the 
llth, 12th, and 13th January. 

Witness Actions will be commenced on 
Monday, the 15th Jannary, and con- 
tinued daily througaout the Sittings. 


Cuaycery Covrr I. 


Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Swinfen Eady will take Actions with 
Witnes: es throughout the Sittings. 


Cuayorry Court IV. 


Mx. Justice PARKER. 

Except when other Businees is advertised 
yn the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

The Court will sit until 4.30 p.m., except 
on Saturdays, when there will be no 
sitting. 
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Cuanozny Covar II. 
Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 


Thurs.,Jan.11...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ...... 12 . Non-wit list 


Monday . 16 Biting i in cham 
Seung: .16 Far con and non-wit list 
raay } Non-wit list 


Friday ......19.. YY and non- = list 
t caus, pets, and non- 
eeaihe « - 20) wit list 
Monday......23...8itting in chambers 
38...Far con end n_n-wit list 
Miariay 385 Non-wit list 


Friday ......26...Mots and non-wit list 
meme 4 2 { wit lst pets, and non- 
Monday......29.. Sitting in chambers 

30 ..Fur cun and Lon-wit list 


Tuesday 
mann St | Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 2.. fan genaenginn 
t caus, pets, and non- 
iaiee ... 3) wit list 


Monday...... 5...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .... 6. Fur con and non-wit list 
Wednes wll 7 at Non-wit list 


3. -Mots and non-wit li+t 
canton . 10 he pets, and non- 


-. -8itting in chambers 
...Fur con and non-wit list 


Friday -s.,16...Mots and non -wit list 
Saturday ...17 am . om, pets, and non- 


Monday .....19 . Bitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...20...For con and non-wit list 

Wotnsstay 91 2) | Non-wit list 

Friday ..... 23...Motes and non-wit list 

4 Sht caus, pets, and non- 


Saturday .. 24) wit 1 st 

Monday. 2. Sitting in chambers 

Tucaday % ..Fur con ona, non-wit list 
nesday 


Friday, Mar. aT nots and non-wit list 
2 Sbt caus, pets,and non- 


Saturday ... wi 
Monday ..... 4...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5...Fur con and non-wit list 


faa $1 son-wit lst 
u 

Friday . mM. .Mots and non-wit list 
Guasien . _ of om caus, pets, and non- 


Monday ......11.. Sitting’ in chambers 
Tuesday . sy .Fur con and non-wit list 


We 

Thursday ...14 ist Non-wit list 

Friday ...,..16...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday , .16 { St Sht —_ pets, and non- 


Monday ..18. Biting in chambers 
Tuesday ...19 Fur con and non wit list 
Thareay” 215 ' Non-wit list 

Friday ......22 . iets and non wit li-t 
Getnatag .. 33} P — pets, and non- 


Monday .. =. .Bitting in chambers 
Wal . Far con and non-wit list 
neaday 

Thursday .. v 2 Non-wit list 

Friday ...... 29 Motes and non-wit list 

Saturday ...30 ! me ist pets, and non- 

Mon., April 3 Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ......%... Fur con an1 non-wit list 
Remaining Matters 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the ciuse 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the nec-seary papers, in- 
pay Be two copies of the minutes of 

the pro oot dgment or order, must 
be eft. with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put imo 


‘Bethe i 
N.B. e following papers on further con- 
sideration are requ for the use of the 
jndge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
prand 1 Opy or order, 1 copy 
'8 certificate, 


cs, clerk - clear day before the 
consideration is ready to come 
into the paper.) 
Cuancery Court III. 
Ma. Justices NEVILLE. 
The Business in this Court (except 
when otherwise advertised) will be taken 
&s follows :— 
Mondays. —Sitting in Chambers. 
8.—Companies’ Ac.s aud Non- 


list. 
Thursdays.— Non- witness list. 


Fridays.—Motions, Short causes, Peti 
tions, and Non-witnees list. 
There will be no sitt‘ng on Satu S 3 
the Court will sit from 10,15 to 4.16 
days. 
Kive’s Bexcu Covrr. 

Mr. Justics EVE. 


Thurs, Jan 2% .Non-wit list 


Friday ...... Mots and non-wit list 
Sacorday ...13. ‘No siti tting 
Monday ...16. Biting in chambers 
caus, te, fur con 

Tuesday . 16 { ond oon-wh ab . 
net 17 3} Non-wit list 
Friday y ~i9. iam -_ _ ™ ” 

iverpool and Manchester 
Saturday ...2 bueiness 


Monday......33. wp in 1. ~ 

t caus, pets, far con 
Tuesday 23 and nou-wit list ; 
Weoneeday 24} Non-wit list 
friday ...... 26 . Mots and non-wit list 
|e ay ~~ w sitting 


onday..... ey ye in a 
caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday ...30 {= and non-wit list e 


Wednesday31 rf Non-wit list 


Thurs, von d 
Friday ...... 2 staged non-wit list 
Saturday ... (—" and Liverpool 
Monday ...... 5.. _— in —“y 
& Cais, pete, fur con, 
Tuesday .. @ and non-wit list 
Theruies), 3} Noa-wit list 
Friday ..... - —_ Sang non-wit list 
0 oO Bil 

Monday...... =... _—s in xy 4 

nt caus, pets, con, 
Tuesday ...13 } and non- wit list 
There sayy is | Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 18. ..Mots and non-wit list 
..17 { Liverpool and Manchester 

business 
hate... aes in c*" 
&% caus, pets, fur con, 

Taesday -=-20{ Sad nou-wit list , 
Wednesday 31 ; Non-wit list 


Senay | 
Friday ...... . Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday . “3. -No sitting 
ae .26 Sitting in chambers] 
27 f Sht caus, eta, far con, and 
non-wit lis 
ae = t Noa-wit od 


Tharedsy 
Friday, ae i. .Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday .. 1 oo and Liverpool 


mstarcac ences ti suing in Contes 
t caus, pets, fur con, 
» 6 i and noa-wit list 2 
Wedeeiay 6 4 Non-wit hat 


Thursaay .. 
Friday ...... a} Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 9...No sitting 


Mouday......11.. ing in chambers 
t caus, pets, fur con 
one ri } and non-wit list P 
oO “wl t 
Tm lay .. Non-wit list 


day ...... “rl -Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday .. ~ oe and Manchester 
Monday . .. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday . “i0{ aa 


Wednesday 20 
Th 21 9, | Non-wit list 


..Mots a errs list 
ee -No sitti 
Monday...... 726.. Sitting in chambess 
26} Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
and non-wit List 
Wednesday 37 } Non-wit list 


se 28 .. Motions and non-wit list 
Geturing ...20 | Manmastes ant Livengest 


Mon., April 1...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... |" pets, and non 


Wednesday 3 ..Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, Two copies of minutes of the Ree 
— j or order must be 

court with the judge’s clerk one clear 

day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. In defauls the cause will not ve 
pus in paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on farther con- 
sidsration are required for the use or the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
Cc py judgment, and 1 copy master’s certi- 
ficate, which mast be eft in court with 


Frivav ..... 





the = clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration is ready to 
come yn & 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1912. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE OOUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES 

- COURTS. 
(General List.) 
1911. 


Monckton v The Gramophone Co ld appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 6, 1910 March 10 

The British Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Co ld v The 
Electrical Co Id appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated June 17, 1911 (produce order) June 

The Vidal Dyes Syndicate ld v Levinstein ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Parker, dated June 16, 1911 (produce order) July 19 
Same v Read, Halliday & Sons ld appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Parker, dated June 16, 1911 July 19 

In re C H Collins, dec Collins v Collins and ors appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated June 27, 1911 July 31 

In re Elizabeth Copeman, dec Smith v Clarke and ore appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated May 23, 1911 Oct 9 

Solomon and anr v George Attenborough & Son appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 20, 1911 Oct 10 

Carruthers v Peake and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated Feb 17, 1911 (restored July 19, 1911) June 2 

A*M Peebles & Son ld v Rowlandson appl of deft from order of Mr. 
Justice Joyce, dated July 26, 1911 Oct 18 

In re The Right Hon Baron Nunburnholme, dec Wilson and ors v 
Nunburnholme and ors appl of Dowager Baroness Nunburnholme 
from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Oct 13, 1911 Oct 25 

Manke v Whiteley and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Parker, dated July 26, 1911 Oct 27 

In re Sir R W H Palmer, dec Leventhorpe and anr v Palmer and ors 
appl of deft, K C O’Donel (Widow), from order of Mr Justice Eve, 
dated July 13, 1911 Oct 30 

In re Simpson, dec Simpson v Simpson and ors appl of deft, G D 
Simpson, from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated July 19, 1911 
(security ordered) Nov 1 

Thompson v Smart appl of Watson and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated July 14, 1911 Nov 3 

Worcester College, Oxford v The Oxford Canal Navigation appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1911 Nov 4 

F M Bilton ag we v Geo Stanfield appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1911 Nov 10 

His Majesty’s Attorney-General at the relation of the Glamorgan County 
Council v Price appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Oct 19, 1911 Nov 15 

Segar R Bastard v Selina B Horton (Widow) and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 21, 1911 (security ordered) 
Nov 16 

The Saccharin Corpn ld and anr v Kolker 
pauperis) from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
Nov 20 

Polden v Uridge and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated Nov 20, 1911 Nov 23 

In re Atkinson & Hossell’s Contract and In re The Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 appl of applicant from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Nov 11, 1911 Nov 25 

In the Matter of The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and in the 
Matter of the Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building Soc appl of 

plicant, H E Hobbs, from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 

Nov 19, 1911 Dec 2 

In the Matter of The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and in the 
Matter of the Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Building Soc appl of 
applicant, Louis Sinclair, from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
Dec 6, 1911 (fixed for Jan 22, 1912) Dec 4 

Becker v Earl’s Court ld appl of defte from order of Mr Justice Eve, 
dated Nov 10, 1911 Dec 5 

Jones Bros ld v The Anglo-American Optical Co appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 8, 1911 Dec 8 

In re Merriman, dec In re Barrow, dec Lawrence v Thompson appl 
of pltff from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 28, 1911 
Dec 8 

Boots’ Cash Chemists (Western) ld v Johnson and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Nov 17, 1911 Dec 12 

Rudd v Bowles and anr appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated Nov 17, 1911 (produce order) Dec 14 

In re Robinson’s Settlement Grant v Hobbs and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 5, 1911 (produce 
order) Dec 19 

Lever Bros ld v Masbro’ Equitable Pioneers Soc Id appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 13, 1911 Dec 20 

Benjamin Brooke & Co Id v Masbro’ Equitable Pioneers Soc ld_ appl 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dec 13, 1911 Dec 20 


appl of deft (in forma 
dated Nov 15, 1911 
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In the Matter of the Imprisoned Debtors Discharge Soc Act, 1856, and 
in the Matter of the Society for the Discharge and Relief of Persons 
Imprisoned for Small Debts throughout England and Wales appl 
of H B H Hamilton from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated Dec 6, 
1911 Dec 22 

The Guardians of the Poor of Bristol v The Bristol Water Works Co 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Oct 30,1911 Dec 22 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 


(Interlocutory List.) 

1910. 
Fee v Toner and ags (by original action) 
and ore (by order) appl of pltffs from 
dated July 9, 1910 (s o liberty to apply 


In re John Me Fee, dec Me 
Edwardes and anr v Toner 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, 
to restore) July 3 

1911. 

Colman and ors v Cook & Co appl of pitffs from refusal of Mr. Justice 
Joyce, dated Nov 27, 1911 Dec 11 

In re H Crabtree, dec Thomas v Crabtree appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 25, 1911 Dec 12 

In re Walter H Bosanquet, dec Wright v Forster appl of H M Brocas 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 22,1911 Dec 15 

Roes v Cawtheray appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Dec 18, 1911, produce order (fixed for Jan. 11) Dec 28 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION 
(Final List.) 
1911, 


In re Cecile James, dec James and ors v James and Attornéy- 
Gen and ors appl of Attorney-Gen from order of The President, dated 
July 25, 1911 Oct 12 

Probate In re the Estate of E Price, dec Rees and anr v Blow and 
ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, Hereford 
Assizes, dated July 31, 1911 (security ordered) Oct 16 

Divorce Scott orse Morgan v Scott appl of petitioner from order of 
Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Dec 4, 1911 Dec 15 

(New Trial List.) 

Probate In re The Estate of John Daniel Viney, dec Viney v Viney 
applin of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Nov 9, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Bargrave Deane and a 
special jury, Middlesex Nov 17 

Divorce Mary L Richards v John T J Richards (G Holloway cited) 

= of applicant for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 

judgt, dated Dec 13, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Bargrave Deane 

and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 19 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1911, 
Croft v The Urban District Council of Fulwood app! of 


udgt of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
*reston District, dated May 30, 1911 Aug 30 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 


In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 1,208 of 1911, from a Receiving 
Order made herein on Dec 12, 1911, by Mr Registrar Giffard 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1910, 

Macgregor-v Peet Peet vy Macgregor and anr 
of Mr Commr Parfitt, K.C., 
1910 (s o liberty to apply) Mar 2 

Hagg v Ladoga ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 2, 1910 (s o to be mentioned) 

1911, 

The American Thread Co ld v Joyce (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of applts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated Feb 15, 1911 
Mar 13 (s o for Attorney-Gen) 

Anglo-Continental, &c, Co ld and ors vy McCreath & Sons appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Jan 19, 1911 Mar 17 : 

David Allen & Sons ld and ors v Illingworth appln of deft for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 23, 1911, at 
5» = A ey Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
Apri 

Colden Manufacturing Co ld v Carrington & Dewhurst Id appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Mar 11, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a common jury, 


Salford April 7 
Winwick Asylum 


Probate 


itff from 


sancaster, 


app! of deft from judgt 
without a jury, Leicester, dated Feb 11, 


Longton v 
Grantham, without-a jury, Manchester, dated April 1, 1911 
— : Royal London Insce Soe ld and J Price appin of 
ju 
iif, 
April 


April 13 
efts for 

or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 12, 

at trial before 


22 


appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice | 





| 
| 


Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex | 


Brice (Surveyor of Taxes) v Northern Assurance Co (Revenue Side) 
appl of respts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 
dated March 30, 1911 May 3 (s 0 for Solicitor-Gen) 

The Liverpool, London and Globe Insce Co (Applts) v Charles Edmund 
Bennett, Respt (Surveyor of Taxes, Revenue Side) appl of applts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated March 30, 1911 May ly 
(s o for Solicitor-Gen) 

Godsell v Lloyd and anr appl of deft W E Lloyd from judgt of Mr 
Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 7, 1911 
May 11 

The Continental Petroleum Co v Meade King, Robinson & Co appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated Feb 235, 1911 May 22 

Marcovitch v Liverpool Victoria Friendly Soc appl of pltff from judgt 
of Justices Bray and Coleridge, dated May 12, 1911 May 26 

Wixon and ors v Thomas appl of respts from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Pickford and Lush, dated May 19, 1911 May 29 
(6 o for Attorney-Gen) 

Brice v The Ocean Accident and Guarantee Corpn ld_ app! of respts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Mar 30, 1911 (fixed for Jan 15) May 29 (s o for Solicitor-Gen) 

Travers v The London General Omnibus Co ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial. on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 17, 1911, 
at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a common jury, Middlesex May 30 

Chetwynd v Seth Smith Bros appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 19, 1911 May 31 

The Services Co (London) ld v Scott Engineering Co ld appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
May 15, 1911 May 31 

McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 3rd parties) _ of Gee from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 6; 
1911 (to be heard in Court Nol) June 

Met Electric Tramways ld (Applets) v Tottenham Urban District Council 
(Respts) appl of applets from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Darling and Bankes, dated June 21,1911 July 7 

Supple v Blackler’s Stores appln of defte for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 10, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice Horridge and a special jury, Liverpool July 17 

Buckleton v Heilbut Symons & Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 13, 1911, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lush and a special jury, Liverpool July 21 

Rosenthal v Waddup appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 14, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Avory and a common jury, Middlesex July 21 

Sharpe v Haggith appin of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 14, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by deft, 
dated July 31, 1911 July 22 

Leach v Great Central Ry appl of pltff (in form4 pauperis) from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bankes and a special jury, Manchester, dated July 10, 
1911 July 24 

Fry & Mason v Smellie & Taylor appl of deft Smellie from judgt of 
Mr Justice Serutton, dated July 11, 1911 July 25 

Burford v Jarratt and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 13, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex July 28 

Croft v Howitt appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated July 26, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Avory and 
a common jury, Middlesex Aug 1 

Mayor, &c, of the County Borough of Brighton v Brighton, Hove and 
Preston United Omnibus Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict. and judgt, dated July 7, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Lewes Aug 3 

Parr v Hilton appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated 
July 14, 1911 Aug 4 

Wauthier v Wilson and anr appl of R F Mc D Wilson from judgt of 
Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 31, 1911 
Aug 5 

In re Paine, a Solr (practising as Paines) appl of H G Walker from a 
judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated July 27, 1911 Aug 10 

North-Western Salt Co ld v Electrolytic Alkali Co ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
June 21, 1911 Aug 14 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co Id v Polycolor Syndicate ld appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated June 19, 1911 Sept 15 

In re The Agricultural Holdings Acts, 1883 to 1908, and In re an 
Arbitration between Condy and Woodhull appl of applicant from 
judgt of His Honour Judge Ellicott, Tewkesbury County Court, 
dated Sept 22,1911 Oct 12 

Horner v King appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 29, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a especial jury, Birmingham Oct 17 

Lempriere v Rheinisch Nassauische Bergwerks und Hutten Actien 
Gessellschaft appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 19, 1911 Oct 19 

The London General Omnibus Co v Driver Holloway appl of pltffs 
from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, without a jury, dated July 27, 
1911 Oct 25 

National Cash Register Co.ld v Noble 
Justices Avory and Horridge (Divisional 
Oct 26 


appl of deft from judgt of 
Court), dated June 28, 1911 
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Ogle v Butterfield appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on app! from 
verdict and judgmt, dated Oct 18, {91 , at trial before Mr..Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Oct. 27 

Bass v Hendon Urban District Council appln of ‘défte for indgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct, 27, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and_a special jury, Middlesex. Oct 27 

Hooker v Tanner & Sons appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Jugtice Philli- 
more, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Oct 17, 1911 Nov l ° 

Kitchen v Darnley appl of deft from-judgt, of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Oct 26, 1911 Nov 1 

Paterson v London, Til ury & Southend Ry appl of pltff from judgt 
of Justices Avory and A dated Oct 20, 1911 Nov 2 

Hay v Yorkshire Liberal. Newspaper & Publishing Co appln of- defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 26, 
1911, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury,, Middle- 
sex Nov 4 

Howie v Macpherson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 28, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Avory and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 

Sargent v London General Omnibus Co and anr appln of defts for 

judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 24, 

191f, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middle- 
sex Nov 7 

Hackett v The Pacaya Rubber and Produce Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
det 30, 1911 Nov 8 

Same v The Hingra Kadna Rubber Estates ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 

ct 30, 1911 Nov 8 

Pybus v Gloucester & Severn Estuary Mutual] Marine Insce Co ld _ appl 
of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a ‘jury, Middlesex, 
dated Nov 8, 1911 Nov 10 

Fowler v Lurion and ors appln of deft, Raoul Lurion, for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 20, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex 
Nov 11 Same v Same appln of deft, Faust Lurion, for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 20, 1911, at trial 
before Mr Justice Phillimore and a:common jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Jenkins v The Great Central Ry Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 6, 1911 
Nov 11 : 

Jarrott ld v Midland Rubber Co appln of pltffs for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1911, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Spack and anr (trading as Spack & Co) v Brown:& Co appln of pltffs 
for. judgt or new. trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3 
1911, at trial before Mr Justice Bankes and a common jury, Middle- 
sex (security ordered) Nov 14 2 

Maeon.v The Bathurst Trading Co ld appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 25, 1911, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 14 

In re J 8 Blanckensee, a Solr appl’of R P Hardy from judgt‘of Mr 
Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 2, 1911 
Nov 15 

Bowett v London Guarantee & Accident Corpn appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov.9, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Suffolk (stay 
granted) Nov 16 

Buckmaster v The’ Vending Syndicate ld appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 9, 1911 
Nov 16 

Marks v Snarey appln of pltff for jadgt or new trial on appl from. verdict 
and. judgt, dated Nov 3, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Bankes and 
a common jury, Middlesex » Nov 17 

Jenkins ‘v Taff Vale Ry Co appli of defts for judgt or new ‘trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 2, 1911, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Channel] and a common jury, Cardiff Nov 18 

Goble’ & Sothers ld v Armour & Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 16, 1911, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and‘a special jury, Middlesex Nov 24 

Peizer v Lefkowitz and ors appl of defts from judgt of Justices Bankes 
and Lush, dated Oct 28, 1911 Nov 24 Same v Same appl of defts 
from judgt of Justices Bankes and Lush, dated Oct 28,1911 Nov 24 

Urban Electrie Supply Co ld v Lumsden Machine Co ld appln of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated’ Nov 3, 
a at trial before,Mr Justice Horridge and a special jury, Newcastle 

ov » ’ ‘ 

Jackson v London County Council and anr appln of deft Chagpell for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 15, 
1911, at trial before Mr Yastics Bray and a common jury, Middlesex 
Nov 25 Same v Same ‘appln of defts the London County Council for 
j or néw trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 15, 
= ‘ a trial before Mr Justice Bray and a.common jury, Middlesex 

AOV - 

Coleman v Gully. appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict, and judgt, dated Nov 16, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 

ton and a common jury, London Nov 

Glegg v Bromley (Glegg and ors, Clmnts) appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Coleridge and Hamilton, dated Nov 20, 1911 Nov 27 

The Reliance Marine Insce Co ld v Duder appl of deft from judet of 
Me a Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 23, 1911 

ov 





Gonville’s Trustees v Patent Caramel Co ld appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 14, 
1911 Nov 28 

Prosser v Eastern Valleys Black Vein Collieries ld appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 
1911, at trial before Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, 
Glamorgan Nov 28 

Maitland vy Matland pln of pltff for judgt or new tria] on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 24, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bucknill and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 1 

H P Hughes & Sons v B B Vos & Son and J Weiner & Co appl of 
defts Weiner & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, 
Middlesex, dated Nov 24, 1911 Dec 5 Same v Same appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 
24, 1911 Dec 5 

Cromar v G Bailey & Sons ld_ appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 2, 1911 Dec 5 

Michaelson v Davis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
without a jury, Middlesex,'dated Nov 28,1911 Dec 6 

(To be continued.) 


Circuits of the Judges. 


The following Judges will remain in town: PHILLIMORE, J., SCRUTTON, 
J., and Avory, J., during the whole of the Circuits ; the other Judges 
till their respective Commission Days. 


NoTICceE.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
taken ‘on the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to 
the name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which 
two Judges go there will be no alteration in the old practice. 


Bankes, J, 





N. Wags, 
Lord » ee 








NortTuery 
Bray, J. (2) 


| Pickford, J. (1) 


ee 





Tues., Jan, 23/Appleby 


|A. T. Lawrence, 
J. (2) 


Bucknill, J, (*) 
Taurton 


8. Easteryw 
Channell, J. (1) 
Huntingdon 


| 
f 
} 


ws«.(Cambridge 


| 
| 
i 


| Toure., Jan. 17 











WEsTERN. 





ize, J. (1)| Darling, J. 4) 


Lash, J. (2) 





sk and Birmingham |, 


not yet fixed. 





Miptayp, 





Lawrance, J. (1)| Horrid 





Hamilton, J. (2) 


N. Eastean. 


L.C.J. of 


Commission Days.| England (') 


Ridley, J. (2) 








WINTER 
ASSIZES, 1912. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 5, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lrurrep 1m Omanceer. 


BRITISH BURMA RUBBER PLANTATIONS, LTD—Petn for winding-up, presented Dec 21, 
directed to be heard Jan 16. Clarke & C », 8, Queen st, Cheapside, solors for the petnr 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 15. 

CoLwyN BAY CLUB, Lrp (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, 
to send their names and adure-ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James ny Jones, The Oaklands, Conway rd, Colwyn Bay. Porver & Co, Colwyn 
Bay, solors. 

DHAKWAR GOLD Mines Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts og claims, to John Ponsford, 
6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, soldrs to the liquidator. 

ELLISONS NODIN AND Lace Lrp(In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan. 12. to send their names and add: esses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Roberts MacGregor, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquijator. 

FREDERICK WALTON'S CONTINENTAL Co, LTD,—Creditors are requested, on or before 
Jan 81, to send their names ana addresses, and the particulars of vheir debts ur claims, 
to R D Hodgson, 114, Holborn, liquidator. 

HIRSCH SYNDICATE, LTD (IN VoLUs»TARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 23, to send their names and addresses, and the parciculars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Richards, 441, Salisbury House. Spyer & Sonus, Austin Friars, solors 
to the liquidat_r. 

INCAHUARA GOLD DREDGING Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
per or 6, Queen Street pl Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester at, solors for the 
liquidator. 

KaBULGITTI GoLD MINES, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to send their 
names a .d addresses, and the particulars of their de.ts or claims, to John Ponsford, 
6, Queen Street pl Francis & Johnson, Great Winche:ter st, solors for the liquidator. 

MARiL, LTD—Petition fur winding up, presented Jan 3, directed to be heard Jan 16, 
Kingsbury & Turner, 65, George st, Portman sq, solors fur the petars. Notice of 
qporertag must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoun of 

an 15. 

NORTH-WESTERN SALT Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Allan 
Leon Marsh, North-Western Salt Company, Ltd., Colonial House, Water st, Liver- 
pool, liquidator 

PEAR SPINNING Co, LtD—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 4, directed to |e heard 
Jan 23. Rubert Inn s, 3, Norfolk s', Manchester, solor for the petnr. Noti e of 
4 . ws must reach the above named not jater than 6 o'clock in the after..con of 

an 22. 


RAMPON & INGRAM, LtTpD—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 29, directed to be heard 
Jan 16. Jordauw & Lavington, 96, Cheapside, solors for the petnrs. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clockin the afternoon of 

aD e 

RoME INTERNATIONAL AMUSEMENT AND ConstTRUCTION Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, 
presented Dec 16, direeted to be heard Jan 16. Clarke & Co, 8, Queen st, Cheapside, 
solors for the petor. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 15 

ROSHERVILLE Pikk aND STEAM PackET Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dec 13, d rected to be heard Jan 16. Greening & Siggs, 49, Fenchurch st, solors for 
the petng crdtr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 
o'cl ck in the afternoon of Jan 15. 

SCIENTIFIC VETERINARY SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, LtTD—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to F. C. Anscombe, 284, Winchester House, Old Broad st, liquidator. 

SUN SYNDICATE, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 17, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charies Henry 
Weatherley, 14, George st, Mansion House. Ingle & Co, Capel House, New Br ad st, 
solors for the liquidator. 

TAN BARK TIMBER BALATA AND PRopUCE Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up presented Dec 
21, directed to be heard Jan 16. Clarke & Co, Queen st, Cheapside, solors for the 
petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o clock 
in the afternoon of Jan 15 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limrtep tm Omanoner, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 9. 


HATZFELD & Co, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or bz‘ore Feb 12, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tw 
George Dixon, Willow Deve, King’s av, C.apham Park. Cramp & Son, solors for the 
liquidator. 

H. J. CEMENT SYNDICATE, LtTD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 21, to send 
their names and addre.ses, and the particulars uf their debts or claims, to R. Behrens, 
84, Pentonville rd, bquidator. 

JERSEY GRANITE QUARRIES LTD (IN |LIQUIDATION) —Creditors are required, on or be’ore 
Jan 24, to senu their names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Frederick Durell Le Galiais & Coarles Henry Brockhburst, Trinity chmbrs. 
Hill st, Jersey : 

MARIE ELSiK *TEAMSHIP Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rodocanachi 
& Saltmarsh, 7, Union ct, Vid Broad st Baileys & Co, Berners st, solors for the 
liquidatuis. 

Meyers & Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names 
and addresser, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to R Norton Dawson, 356 
Winchester House, Old B:oad st, liq :idator, : , 

NERCHINSK GOLD Co, Ltp (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
26, to send their names and add: esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Taylor, Thames House, Queen Street pl, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 5. 
D. Rosson & Co, Lrp. 
C. G. Resp & rons, Ltp 
FREDERICK WALTON'S CONTINENTAL Co, LTD. 
WILLIAM BARNES & Co, Lap. 
ANGLO-KELANTAN RUBBER SYNDICATE, LTD. 
RHYMNEY VALLEY CoTTaGE vo, Lip, 
DIPLOMA PLAY SYNDICATE, Lv. 
STATION FakM Brick AND TILE Co, LTD. 
NORTH LACHLAN GOLD MINING Co, LTD. 
ELLIsons, NopiIn & Lack, Ltp., 
KEPONG SYNDicaTE, Lop. 
ARTORAFT, LTD. 
NoeTH-W ESTERN SALT Co, Leb. 
MEATHFIELD SYNDICATE, LTD, 
CALEDONIA (CRIPPLE CREEK) GOLD MINE,-LTD, 
NATIONAL CARBivE Co, Lrp. 
W. Horst & HARGREAVES, Lrp. 





SCIENTIFIC VETERINARY SUPPLY ASSOCIATION, LTD. 
DONALD BLACK & Co, LTD. 

REPUBLIC OF BOLIVIA EXPLORATION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
EAGLE BRICK AND TILE Co, LtD., PorT TALBOT. 
FRENCH Ivory Coast SYNDICATE, LTD, 

BEESWING SAILING SHIP Co, LTD. 

OIL VENTURES, LTD. 

South AFRICAN AGRICULTURAL AND TRANSPORT MOTORS, LTD. 
Wessex Press, Lp. 

KABULGITTI GOLD MINES, LTD. 

DHARWAR GOLD MINEs, LTD. 

INCAHUARA GOLD DREDGING Co, LTD. 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Jan 9 
THRESH BrRos., LTD. 
WELLINGTON MANURE Co LTD. 
ERNest Scott AND MoUNTAIN, LTD. 
CLIFTON CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINES, LTD. 
TRINIDAD WESTERN OILFIELDS, LTD. 
Pe Dion Bouton MoTor CaB Co, LTD. 
SouTH RHODESIA LAND AND MINING Co, LTD, 
MARIE ELSIE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
TYNE ORE AND BRIQUETT« Co, LTD. 
EcLipse TRADING Co, LTD. 
Non-TrREsD-Ov+R Boot Co, LTD (Reconstruction). 
Merrers & Co, Ltp 
H. J CEMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
“ANDORA”’ SHIP Co, LTD. 
PLAYERS, LTD. 
B.P.K. PLANTATIONS, LTD. 
ESTANCIA CALERA, LID. 
SANTA MARIA MINING Co, LTD. 
CONSOLIDATED INVESTMENT CORPORATION OF AUSTRALASIA, LTD. 
EscurraL Copper MINEs, LTD. 
COMMERCIAL CORPORATION, LTD. 
PREMIER AUTO-ADVERTIZING SYNDICATE, LTD. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sale. 


Jan. 18.—Messrs. H. E, Fostze & Caawrtetp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Policies, Annuities, Shares, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 5. 

ADAMS, CONSTANCE HELEN, Rossetti Garden mans, Chelsea Mar5 Sanderson & Co 
Queen Victorfa st 

AISHTON, ANNE CORNISH, Iifracombe Feb 5 Davey, E:sex st, Strand 

ANNETT, RICHARD CHARLES FRANCIS, Liverpoul, Water Engineer Feb 3 Oppenheim 
& Son, Liverpool 

—— -~ — Louisa, Beaconsfield Bucks Feb 29 Coe & Robinsou, Hart st, 
Bloomsbury 

BANBURY, GEORGE, Moulsford, nr Wallingford’Berks Jan 31 Duke & Son, Ironmonger In 

BARBER, JANE, Hyde, Uhes.er Feb 1 Bostock, Hyde 

BEAVIS, WILLIAM, Torquay Feb5 Minet & Co, King William st ’ 

Bos rock, ome ELIZA, Meonstoke, Hants Mar 25 Master & Co,! Stone Buildings 
Lincoln's inn 

BROWN, EDWARD HENRY, Roehampton, Surrey Feb 20 Rawle & Co,'Bedford rd 

BULL, ANNIE MORTLOCK, St Saviour, Jersey Feb 16 Sewell & Co, Bucklersbury 

BUSHELL, MICHAEL, Manchester, Licenscd Victualler Feb3 Lord, Manchester 

CoHEN, NATHANIEL, Bexhill un Sea Marl Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

CoRKE, —— TAYLOR, North Cray, Kent, Estate Agent Feb17 Bartlett & Son, 
Bush lo 

CUTLER, LINDA ANN, Rutley+gdns, Kennington Feb 20 Burton, Norfolk st 

DakT, RICHARD JAMES, Twickenham Feb 24 Skewes-Cox & Co, Richmond 

DAVigS, HENRY CHARLES, Cowbridge, Glam Feb10 Vaughan & Harris, Crickhowell 

DAVIES, JANE, Rye, Sussex Feb1 Dawes & Co, Rye 

DaWSON, EDWAKD BOGHURST, Clacton on Sea Feb 10 White, Clacton on Sea 

DUNSAN. LE AND CLAN CONAL, Rt Hop JAMES FREDERICK BARON, Sloane st Feb 12 
Tylee & Co, Essex st, Stand 

FAIRMAN, WILLIAM, Norminby, Yorks Feb 16 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough 

GARRATT, ROBERT JOHN, H«rrogate Jan 31 Topham, Harrogate 

—— WALTER TUCKFIELD, Hertford st, Mayfair Feb 1 Grover & Co, 

emple 

HARGREAVES, ConsTANT, Birkdale, Lancs Feb1 Hunt & Co, Chesham, Bucks 

HARWOOD, HANNAH, Scarborough Feb 10 W & W 8 vw rawbridge, Scarborough 

HEA: B, yo JouN, Colinette rd, Putney, Stuckjobber Feb3 Tatham & Lousada, 
Uld Broad st 

HERRING, Louisa, Purley,Surrey Feb2 Bowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

HOLDER, “oe Brough.on rd, Stoke Nuwiogton Feb5 Yarde @ Co, Kaymund bidgs, 
Gray's Ian 

James, EZRA Isaac, Wrangle, Lincoln, Schoolmaster Jan 23 Millington & Co, 
Boston 


JARVIS, ANNA OcTAYIA, Waltonon Thames Feb 10 James, Lincoln's Inn fields 

LAYTON, CHARLES TeMP.K, Yeovil Feb 1 Carter & Co, Great James st : 

Lewis, WILLIAN THOMAS, Horseferry rd, Westmiuster Feb5 Yeiiding & Co, Vincent 
sq, Westminster 

JUDKINS, WILLIAM ALFRED, Leicester, Licensed Victualler Jan11_ Bulman, Leicester 

oe BENJAMIN THOMAS, Lingtield, Surrey F.b3 Bischoff & Co, Great Win- 
ester st 

MARTIN, MARGARET, Abergavenuy Feb 24 James & Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

MARTIN, WILLIAM, Lovington, Sumerset, Farmer Feb3 Norton & Wilson, Wells 

OVSREND, ISAAC, Scarborough Feb10 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

PATERNOSTER, KOBERT, Ipswich Feb3 Haward, Felixstowe 

PEARSON, HENRY USWALD, Meols, Chester, Corn Salesmaa Feb 2 Boyle, Liverpool 

PICKARD, MARTHA, Nottingnam Feb 15 Wil.iams, Nottingham 

POLLARD, JOHN, Cypress rd, South Norwood Feb 17 Bartlett & Son, Bush In 

PULFORD, FREDERICK KNIGHTON, St James st, Westmiuster, Miliary Tailor Feb 5 

Watkius & Co, Sackville st 
PURNELL, SAMUEL WILLIAM, Ryde, I of W Feb14 Wall, Keighley 
SAMBLE, JAMES, Stapenhill, Derby, Timber Merchant Jan 31 Samble, Burton on 


Trent 
SCADDING, WALTER, Park sq West, Regent’s Park Feb 14 Scadding & Bodkin, Gor- 
di 


on st 
Strong, EMMA, Herne Bay Feb10 Fielding, Canterbury 
TOZER, ALFRED JoHN, Queen Victoria st Feb 15 Lowndes & Son, George st, Mansion 


House 
Tes, WILLIAM, Upper Marylebone st, Engineer Feb 29 Deacon & Co, Great St 
ele..8 
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TYLDEN, ELLEN, Tunbridge Wells Feb1 Arnold, Eastbourne 
WADSWORTH, WILLIAM, lesfield, Yeoman February 6 May & Son, Macclesfield 
am HENRY _ Old Sodbury, Glos, Farm Labourer Feb 15 Crossman & 


T..orn 
Wast, JOHN Daxtm. Bushey Heath, Herts MarS Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 
WHIELDON, JOHN, Heswali, Chester, Butcher Jan 30 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 9. 


ANDREWS, WILLIAM, Cat’ord Feb9 Marchant & Co, D-ptford 

Bopoy, JANE, Newport, Moo Feb6é Lyndon & Co, Newport 

Brows, WILLIAM Eanest, Wightman rd, Harringay Feb? Vandercom & Co, Bush In 

CHAPLYS, MARGARET, Deptford B: -oadway, Licensed Victualler Feb 5 Hawks & Co, 
Borough Hizh st 

CLAY, EvWaRD, Bungay, Suffolk Jan 25 Sprake, Norwich 

CLAYTON, EDwis, West Bridgford, Notts Feb6 Johnstone & Williams, Nottingham 

CooPER, ALBERT, Gloucester rd, South Keasington, Chemist Feb 9 Neve & Co, 


ime st 
ae | a Herries st, Queen's Park, Paddington Jan 31 Pierron & Ellis, 
ensin, 
CROWTHER, San WILLIAM, Watford, Harts, Commis-ion Merchant Feb3 Laces & 
verpoo 
CUTTER, GEoreR, Shiremore, Northumberland, Farmer Feb 20 Wilkinson & Marsha'l, 
Newcastle upon lyne 
Dae. JOHN, Altrincham, Brewer's Traveller Feb9 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
ELLERTON, JOHN ALEXANDER, Drakefield rd, Balham Feb 15 Ellerton & Wilbraham, 
ck Bank chmbrs 
FoaT, ELIZABETH, Chartham, Kent Feb5 Leoni & Deards, Bedford row 
GLUCKSTEIN, FANRY, Fort st, Spitalfields Feb8 Snowman & Co, Aldgate 
GORDON, SAUL, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Furniture Dealer Feb 8 Snowman & Co, 


Aldgate 
GORING, JOHN, Staines, Middix Feb 10 Horne & Co, Sta 
GuIMw — CHARLES SIDNEY, Wallisdown, Dorset Feb my o Wheeler & Co, Paternoster 


gunveos, THOMAS, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston Feb 6 Plant & Co, Preston 

HEvGEs, GEORGE HENRY, High st, Wapping feb 10 Jones, Old Jewry chmbrs 

HOLLINGS, EDMUND HoLDsworTs, Southport, Mantle Manufacturer Feb 17 Tatham 
& Co, Manchester 

——_« ~* EDWARD ATTWOOD, Norfolk sq, Bayswater, Fruit Salesman Feb 5 Hawhs & 

0, Borough High st 
Jay, ANN ELIZABETH SARAH, Jerningham rd, New Cross Feb12 Wright, Queen st 
KEIOHLEY, CHARLES Maksd, CB, D30, Clifton, Bristol Feb 15 Chaaner & Channer, 
‘aunton 

ENIPE, ROBERTA NIMMO, Craven st Feb10 Childs & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

aq 








LESH, —— Broughton in Farness, Lancs Feb7 Butler & Son, Broughton in 
‘urness 
~o— — JAMES, Harperley, Durham, Farm:r Feb 5 Proud & Son, Bishop Auck- 


an 
LUDLOW, JoaN MALCOLM ForBEs, Upper Addison gdns Feb 20 Robins & Co, Lincoln's 


inn fields 
LUDLOW, MARIA SARAH, Upper Addison gdns Feb 20 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 
MoCULLUM, MARY KATE JoSEPHINE, Fenstanton Lunatic Asylum, Streatham hill Feb8 
B 


ubb & Co, Cheltenham 
MOGREGOR, BERTRAM, Edenbridge, Kent Feb 14 Peddar, Palmerston House, Old 


Broad st 

MICLER, SARAH ELIZABETH, Clacton on Sea Jan 41 Prior, Colchester 

NEVILLE, FRANCES MARY, Leamington Feb 21 Arundel & Son, Pontefract 

OLDHAM, WILLIAM JOHN HENRY, Liverpool Feb 10 Rudd, Liverpool 

PARLAMAN, MARY ANN, Matthias rd, Stoke Newington Feb 20 Kennedy & Co 
Clement's ion. Strand 

PARNELL, CATHERINE MARIA ANNA MERCER, Ilfracombe Feb8 Paice & Cross, Cle- 
ment’s inn 

PERRY, WILLIAM, Bournemouth Jan 31 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

PETIT, ANNETTE LE, Carshalton, Surrey Feb3 Hughes, E igware rd 

Price, Isaac, Harbiedown, Kent, Farmer Feb lu Fielding, Canterbury 

RANDEGGER, ALBERTO, a pl, Marylebone, Professor of Music Feb12 Rubin 
stein & Co, Raymond bi 

REVILL, ELIZABETH, Avenue “) Acton Feb 29 Boyes & Son, Barnet, Herts 

SHEPHERD, CHARLES FREDERICK, Sheffield, Auctioneer Feb 16 Tailor & E amet, Shef- 


eld 
SHERRATT, JANE, Caldy, Cheshire Feb12 Woolcott & Co, West Kirby 
SOAMES, JULIA CONSTANCE, Sloane gdns, Chelsea Feb 28 Soames & Thompson, Cole- 


man 8 

TAYLOR, GeoRGE LEE LE MESURIER, Cheltenham Feb14 Winterbotham & Co, Chel- 
tenham 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Kidderminster Feb10 Ivens & Co, Kidderminster 

TREVOR, JOSEPH, Hampton in Arden, Warwick Jan 26 Chinn & Nichols, Birmingham 

TRUMAN, HANNAH, New Malden, Surrey Feb 10 Jones, Old Jewry chmbrs 

WATSON, JOHN WiLLIAMS, Merriott, nor Crewkerne Feb 26 Simpson & Co, Moorsate =t 

WELLER, HARRIETT, St Leonarus on Sea Feb10 Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 

WILMSHURST, WALTER TAVERNER, Carltou rd, Manor Park, Essex Feb 3 Goddard, 
Clement's inn, Strand 

WYNN, Dame LOUISE ALEXANDRA WILLIAMS, Llangedwyn, nr Oswestry Feb 20 
Witham & C>, Gray's inn sq 

YOUNGHUSBAND, MARY, Maryport, Cumberland Feb 21 Lightfuot & Lightfoot, 

Maryport 











London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Appratry, Joan hy Pn gad Bridge, Staffs Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Dec 
Argxoip, Epwaarp, St albens, Herts, , St Albans 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan 3 Pet De 12 Ord J 
ASHER, T=, Furnival st, pipes. Tobacco Dealer 
x~ —B,! - — FA Maouf 
e:manbury, o acturer’s Agent 
ighOsare” pet Deol Ord San 
wa... Wiuias, Oldham 0) 


Lorp, Harry, Not 
Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 


— 
Suita, Witiam, 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Bedford 





vec 
Barrie, Gronce Eanzst, Heysh »” Mo 
Pet Jan 8 Urd Jan 
Crzsswait, Artaur, Worcester, _-™ Worcester Pet 
Dee 29 Ord Dec 29 


Dattox, Enxzst Dove, Mill Hill gr, Acton, Restaurant 
Keeper High Court Pet a 2 Ord Jan2 
Danizt. Norton & Sons, ct, Chesea Timber 
Merchants High Court Pat J Jan3 Ord Jan 2 
E.wick, Caar.zs, Scarboro = Victualler Scar- 
h Pet Jani 


Jan Pet Dec 13 Ord 
res em Brighton Brightoa Pet Decl3 Ord 


Exeter Pet Dec29 Ox 


T bene ee <—" » lder Camb J 4 
b ‘OLLIDAY ETE ist 4 ilder ridge onEs, JOHN, 
> Genser Pet Jan 1 Ord Jan y eae name Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine’s st, Pontypridd 


Tusvitie, Ropert Fed Sutton Coldfield, Builder Bir- | Maymax, James Epwaap, Batley, Yorks, Carter Jan 13 
ming! Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Watson, Joun mae Station parade, Mortlake, Theatri- 
cal Manager sworth Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Wenstex, _ , Scarborough, Journeyman Plasterer Off Reo, 
Scarboro Pet Jan4 Ord Jané 

Wi1son, me  ~ Mon, Draper Tredegar 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


an 
Gray, Wituram Watter, Seouaey Athletic Outfitter | Asner, Mavuricz, Furniva) st, Holborn, Tobacco Dealer 
d Dec Jan 16at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs Carey | st 


Jonrs, Joun, Treherbert, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet | Exwicx, Cuarves, or h, Licensed Victualler Jan 


16 at4 Off Rec, 48, West ugh, Scarborough 


Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Bankruptcy Notices. —- ~ Samuri, Coseley, Staffs Dudley Pet Decjl6 Ord | Frans, Litian, Brighton Jan15ati2 Off Rec, 124, Marl- 


borough pl, Brighton 


an 
Lewxtox, Taomas Artaur, Shildon, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Pet Jan gris Gray, Wituiam Watrsr, Torquay, renege ap Jan 


, 13 at 11.45 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exete: 
Hawker Nottingham Pet | Gairvitus, WitLum Jonx, Ware Jan 17 at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Msanes, Geonos ee Kino, Hove, Sussex Brighton Harperwin, Ferpinanp Atpert Wesster, Ennismore gdns, 


Queen's Gate Jan 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


7 Micaagt Hatuertt, Colston Bassett Vicarage, Notts Pe q 
Nottingham Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan3 ar 
Pooizs, Haroip AarTuvr, Aisbergh manos, Brixton High 
Court PetJan3 Ord Jan 3 : 
Potton, Beds, Medical Practitioner | Jouxson, Taomas Baxer, St Swithin's In 


Hameurne, Witt1am Gronar Attyeave, Reading Archi- 
tect Jan 17at 3 Off Kec, 14, Bedford row 
Jan 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
rehe: bert, Glam, Collier Jan 15 at 8 8t 


at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Co:poration st, Dews- 


ury 
Meaees, Grorce Greacp Kina, Hove, Sussex Jan 15 at 11 
12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
MILuEer, Harry "aux. Brighton, Restaurant Proprietor 
Jan i13ati1l Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
O’Barex, Jessiz, Castleford, Yorks, Draper Jan 15 at 11 
(ff Rec, 21, » King st, Wakefield 
Qovean, Joux, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Dairyman Jan 17 at 
2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Pavtuer, Faepeaick James, Brabourne Lees, Kent, Butel.er 





Guzst, Strzrpuzx, Mexborough, ie Rothesyham, Timber | Barz, W (male), Ald 
Merchant Sheffield Pet Dec 20 Urd Jan 3 Jan 16 at 11 Bapkru 


Harperuix, Feapixnanp ALsert Wesstex, Eonismore | Barratt, Wituiam, Oldbam Jan 17 at 3 Off Ree, 


Soon Queen's Gate High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Greaves st, O) 


Pet Jan3 Ord Jao 
Ha, Ye Wigan, Cattle Dealer Wigan Pet Jan 3 
8 


Ord Jan 

Hitt, Caaaces Paince, Horton, Steffs, Licensed Victualler 
Macclesfield Pet Jani Ord Jan 1 

Hiscock, Cuagies, Lee on the Solent, Hants, Builder 
Portamouth Pet Jan1 Ord Jan1 

Hovutpixe, Atrrep, Widnes, Lance, ‘Clothier Liverpool 
__™ Jan 2 Ord Jan2 





x9 : Bavuckuam, Byron, GreatGrimsby, Painter Jan 13 at 11 
Hatt, Jonxw Epwaxp, Urmston, Lancs, Builder Salford | ~ Off Rec, St Mary's: chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
Cressweit, Anruur, Worcester, Farmer Jan 15 at 11.30 
11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Datroy, Kaxzst Dove, Mill Hill gr, oo Restaurant 
Keeper Jan 16 at 11.30 Bankruptcy b 
Dayizt Norton & Sons, Cheyne ct, Chelsea, 
chants Jan 15 at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Daniets, Taomas Jones, Port ‘lalbot, Giam, Ironmonger 
Jan 13 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary’s st, | Guasins, Heway, 


cturers’ Agent Jan 48 at 11.45 Off Rec, €8a, Castle st, Cante) bury 
rey bider, Corey st Pearce, NaTHanie1, St Blazey, Cornwall, Builder Jan 17 
at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Tru 


Pooizgs, HAsotp ArTaur, Aigburgh mans, Brixton Jan 
17 at 11 Bankruptcy ~~ Carey st 

Satway, Joux, 8t Albans, Herts, Commercial Traveller 
Jan 16 at 12 Court House, 8t Albans 

Wroester, Hereerr, Scarborough, Journeyman Plasterer 
Janu 15at415 Off Kec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Dec 5, 1911 
Bournemouth, Tobacco Dealer, ac 
previously gazetted 


lage Carey st 
imber Mer- 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOoOORGATE 7aUnanane, _owneu, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation, 
Suitabie Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be seni 


On epp!k ation. 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insurance, 


now covers risks in connection with :—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s 
Compensation, Fidelity, Guarantee, Third Party, eto., under a perfected Mutual system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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Amended Notice phe vey for that ena | im the 
on Gazette of Jan 
Wices, Evoar, Lowry: ar Howden, Yorks, Hay Cutter Jan 
2 * 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
all 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Basaatr, Wiituaw, Oldham Oldham Pet Dec 22 O:d 


Baerie, Grorece Eaxest, Heysham, nr Morecambe, 
Grocer Prestoa PetJan3 Ord Jan 3 

Cresewe.t, Anruca, Worcester, Farmer Worcester Pet 
Dec 29 Ord Deo 29 

Caicxerr, Asraur M, Southwick, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Nov22 Ord Jan 1 

Datos, Eanrest Bova, Mil! Hill grove, Acton, Restaurant 
Keeper High Court Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Excwick, Cases, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler 
Scarborough Prt Jan 1 Ord Jan 1 

ho Liuas, Brighton Brighton Pet Dee 13 Ord 
an 3 

Garay, Witttam Watrer, Torquay, Athletic Outfitter 
Exeter Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Hawt, Jouxw Eowanp, Urmston, Lancs, Builder Salford 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Hatt, Wittiam, Wigan, Cattle Dealer 

3 Jan 3 

Hitt, Caarces Patxoe, Horton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Macclesfield PetJanl Ord Jan 1 

Hixnp, Faawx, Sedgford rd. Shepherd’s Bush, Plasterer 
Brentford Pet Aug 4 Ord Jan 2 

Hiscoce, Caautes, Lee jon the Solent, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth PetJan1 Ord Jan1 

Hovtptxo, Atrazp, Widnes, Ciothier Liverpool Pet Jan 
2 Ord Jan 2 

Joes, Joun, Pen Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan 

Lewros, Taomas , 4 aR Shildon, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Durham Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Loap, Hagar, Nottingham, Hawker Nottingham Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Manpetetam, Heamaw, Cannon st, gumpeng Promotor 
High Court PetAug28 Ord Jan 8 

Mittea, Hagar Gace, Bri right m, Restaarant Proprietor 
Brighton Pet Dec 30 rd Jan 1 

O’Baies, Jesstx, Castleford, Yurks, Draper Wakefield 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 1 

Pimm, Micaagt Hatuert, Colston Bassett Vicarage, Notts 
Nottingham Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Pooies, Harotp Aetuua, Aigburgh mans, Brixton, Gentle- 
ae Domiciled Englishman High Court Pet Jan 8 
Ord 

Paloosuey, = Aldgate av, Fur and Skin Merchant 
High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Jan3 

Rows, Heaseat Evowanp, and Eanzat Atsrat Geonce 
Waiont, Portsmouth, Hants, Builders Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 29 

SagisTany, Luiot Fiscagtti, Fenchurchat, Merchant High 
Coart Pet Sept 26 Ord Jan 2 

BSaeront, Fetix Romeo, Bury st, Ey Hotel Proprietor 
High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Jan 

Scort, Geornes Hewry, Sunderland, Builder Sunderland 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 3 

Saurrn, WiittaM, Potton, Beds, Medical Practitioner Bed- 
ford Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 

Srexc, Tuomas Suwtey, Copthall bldgs High Court Pet 


Dec 14 Ord Jan 2 
Builder Cambridge 


Tottivay, Peres, Histon, Cambs, 
Pet Jan 1 Ord Jani 
Tourvitts, Roveat James, Sutton Coldfield, Builder 
Birmingbam Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Van Pasacu. Antucx Jous, Piccadilly High Court Pet 
Nov 2l Ord Jan 3 
Watson, Joun Epwaap, Mortlake, 
Theatrical M 2 Ww Pet Jan 2 Ord 
- Jan 2 H 
EBsTER, eepeRrt, Scarborough, “7 man Plastere 
Scarborough Pet Jan 4 Ont Jan . P 
Witsow, Guanriey, Tredegar, Moa, “pase 
Pet Dee 13 Ord Jan 3 


Amended Notice substitated for the Amendel Notice 
of Adjudication publish d in the London Gazette of Jan 2: 
Bexca rr, Tom, Blazefield, nr Pateley Bridge, Yorks, 

Grocer Northallerton ‘Pet Dec Ord Dec 


Wigan Pet Jan 


Station parade, 
rth 





Tredegar 


London Gazette.—Tunspar, Jan. 9. 


RECEIVING ORDERi 


ANDERSON, WILLIAM, Shincliffe, Durham, Farmer Durham 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan 5 

BARROW, ALFRED, Worcester, Coal Dealer 
Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 8 

BROWN, HERBERT HENRY, Shipdham, Norfolk, 
Ageat Norwich Pet Jané Ord Jan6 

BYk, Eangst STIMP3ON, Sheffield, Fancy Dongar Sheffield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 5 

COLEMAN, JOHN CHURCHILL, Blandford, Dorset, Journalist 
Dorchester Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 6 

Darou, Orro, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet Dec 15 
Ord Jan 2° 

DAVIES, WILLIAM HENRY, Narberth, Pembroke, 
Merchant Pembrok: Dock Pet Jané Ord Jan 6 

EADY, REUBEN ERNEST, High rd, Willesden Green 

les’ Tailor High Court Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 

EVENS, HERBERT HakRy, Wallington, Surrey, Stock- 
brokers’ Clerk Croydon Pet Jan 4 Ord Jané 

Fox, JOHN, Stafford, Fried Fish Dealer Stafford Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

T 8 Francis & Co, Walbrook, Mortgage Brokers High 
Cours Pet Novis Pet Jan 5 

GILSON, WALTER BRODIE, Eastchea 
High Court Pet Nov 21 Ord 

HAYNES, WILLIAM Hewry Tuomas, Hanworth ~ 
Hounslow, Baliders’ Merchant Brentford Pet Dec 

5 


Worcester 


Cycle 


Coal 


. hy egal Secretary 


Ord 
HEMsworTH, Grores, Barwick in Elmet, Yorks, Builder 
4 


York Pet Dec29 Ord Jané 





Hiscock, Joun, Longham, Dorset, Baild:r Poole Pet 
Jan 4 Ord Jan4 

Houpaway, Stpvey Ropert, Reading, Tailor Reading 
Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 

HOLLOWAY, GEORGE FREDERICK, Lit le Dalby, Leicester, 
Dealer Leicester Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan6 

June, A, Parliament. hill, Hampstead High Court Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Jan 6 

LeieH, THOMAS ERNEST, Winsford, Cheshire, Coal Mer~ 
chant Nantwich Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 6 

MAJENDIB, JAMBS. HENRY ALEXANDER, Castle Heding- 
ham, Essex Colchester Pet Aug31 Ord Dec8 

MILLAR, ALEXANDER, ee Cumberland, Tailor 
Carlisle Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 

MorRRIs, GeorGs, Blackburn, Tailor Blackburn Pet Dec 
11 Ord Jan4 

Mvu@@ERIDG@R, NATHANIEL, Hartfield Sussex, General 
Smith Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 6 

REDSHAW, ARTHUR, Barnsley,Grocer Batnsley Pet Jan 
5 OrdJan5 

STAFFORD, ARCHIBALD ALFRED, Portsmouth, Stonemason 
Portsmouth PetJan4 Ord Jan 

THom30N, G@ AL¥XANDER, E’m Bank mans, Barnes 
Wandsworth Pet Nov2 Ord Jan 4 

WALKER, Eanest CHARLES, Nottingham, Paiater 
Nottingham Pet Jan 4 Ord Jin4 

Watson, WILLIAM Haslingden, Lancs, Comedian Black- 
barn Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan5 

Wisk, CARL Oar, Fleet, Hants Guildford Pet Dec 7 
PetJan2_ . 

YARD, WILLIAM Jous, Crewkerne, Upholsterer Yeovil 
Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADDERLEY, JoHN FELLOWS, Blythe Bridge, Staffs Jan 17 
at 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

ANDREW, GEORGE, Matley, nr Hyde, Cnester, 
Jan i7at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Minchester 

ARNOLD, EDWARD, St. Albans, Hecis, Farmer Jan 19 at 
12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford rd 

BARROW, ALFRED, Worcester, Coal Dealer Jan 17 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 11,Copenhage : st, Worcester 

CHATTERTOS, GeowGe ALLEYN, Great Chart, Kent Jan 
17 at 11.15 Off Roc, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Duc, HENRI SAMURBL, Eigwarerd Jan 19 at 3 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford row 

Eaby, Revnen ERnest, High rd, Willesden Green, Ladie;’ 
Tailor Jan 19at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

EVENS, HERBERT HARRY, Wallington, Surrey, Stock- 
b oker’s Clere Jan 19 at 11.30 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge rd 

Fox sous. Stafford, Fried Fish Dealer Jan 17 at 11.30 
Off Res, King st, Newcastle, Stafford 

T 8 FRANCIS & Co, Walbrook, Mortgage Brokers Jan 19 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidzs, Care 

GILSON, WALT&R BRODIE, Eastcheap. “Company Secretary 
Jan i8 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s 

HALL, WILLIAM, Wigan, Cattle Dealer Jan is at ll Of 
Reo, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

HEMSWORTH, GEORGE, Barwick in Elmet, Yorks, B.i'ds- 
Jan 22a,3 Off Rec, The Rel House, Dwacombe pl, 
York 

Hiscock, CHARLES, Lee on the Solent, Hants, Builder 
Jan 18at3 Of Rec, Cambridge Janc, High at, Ports- 
mouth 

HOULDING, ALFRED, Widnes, Lancs, Clothier Jan 17 at 
1! Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hvugars, Epwarv TALFOURD, New Eltham, Kent, 
Solicitor Jan 17 at 1130 132, York rd, We-tminster 
Bridge rd 

June A, Parliament hill, Hampstead Jan 18at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bligs Carey at 

LorD, Harty, Nottingham, Hawker Jan 19at 11.30 Of 
Ree, 4, Castie pl. Park st, Notti.gham 

MAJENDIR, JaMES HENRY ALEXANDER, Castle Hedingham, 
Essex Jani9at2 Gt Kastern Hotel, Liverpool st, 
London 

MATTHEWS, NORMAN Henry, Lytham, Ianes, Solicitor 
Jan 17 atl Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

MUGGERIDGR, NATHANIEL, Hartfield, Sussex, General 
Smith Jan 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

REDSHAW, ARTHUR, Pogm or. nr qe + Grocer Jan 17 
at 10. $9 Off Rec, ¥, Regent st, Barns. 


Farmer 


ScoTT, GEORGE HENRY, Sunderland, Builder Jan 17 at 
2 Off Rec, 3, Manor p!, Sunderiani 
SMIrH, WILLIAM, Potton, Beds, Medical Practitioner Jan 


19atl2 Uff Rec, Tne Parade, Norchamptoa 

STRELE, OTHO FREDERICK WILLIAM, Letchwor.h, Herts, 
Motor Bogineer Jam 22 at 12.45 -Off Reo, 36, Princes 
st, Ipswich 

TURVILLE, RoBERT JAMES, Sutton Coldfield, Builder 
Jan 17 A a. 30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 


Birmi 

WATSON, —~J EDWARD, Station parade, Mortlake, 
Theatrical Manager Jan 19 at 12 132, York ri, 
Westmi ster Bridge rd 

Wis, CARL OLar, Fleet, Hants Jani9ati1l 132, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

WILKINSON, ANNIE LouIsA, Nottingham Jan 19 at 11 
Off Ree, 4, Castle pi, Park st, N stting’ 

WILSON, GRANTLEY, Tredegar, Mon, Tailor Jan17 at 11 
of Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

YARD, WILLIAM Joun, Crewkerne, Uphoisterer Jan 18 at 
1 Of Rec, City chmors, Catnerine. st, 5a isbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ADDERLKY, JOHN FELLOWS, Blythe Bridge, Staffs Stoke 
upon Trent P-t Dec6 Ord Jan 6 

ASHER, MauRiIcEg, Furnival st, Holborn Tobacco Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 4 

ATTERBY, SYDNEY THOMAS, Spalding, Lincolo, Pawnabroker 
Pet + -rborough Pet Nov 20 Ord Jan 4 

Bava, Wiitiam JomN, Aldermanbury penutgoteey 

High Court’ Pet Deci3 Ord Jan 

BARCROFT, AMBROSE } ye Lytham, ieoes Preston 

Pet Nov 29 Ord J 





BaRRow, _Aseeme Worcester, Coal Dealer Worceser Pet Pet 


Jan3 Jan 3 
Norfo Qyole 
Ord Jan 6 * 


BRownN, La rm? HENRY 
Agent Norwich Pet Jan 6 

a JoHN CHURCHILL, org yy Dorset, Journalist 
Dorchester Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 

ag mp Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet Dee 15 

4 

Davins, WimiLtaM Hesay, Fg oa Pembroke, 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet-Jan6 Ord jase 

Evens, Hersext Hikry, Wallington, Surrey, Stock. 
broker's Clerk Croydon Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 

Fauaut, Lieut ALGERNON LC, Stepney Higa C mrt Pet 
Aug 10 Ord Jan5 

Fox, Jou, StaTord, Fried Fish Dealer Stafford Pet 
Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

GILEs, FREDERICK, Saint Clements, Oxford, Furniture 
Dealer Oxford Ord Jan 5 

GoLpsBporovaH, Groaes, Ocford Oxford Pet Nov 2% 
Ord Jan 5 

GuEst, STEPHEN, Mexborough, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 
Timber Merchant Sheffield. Pes Dec 20 Ord Jan4 

Hiscock, JoHN, Loagham, Dorset, Builder Poole Pet 
Jan 4 Ord Jan4 

Reading 


HoLpaway, SipNEY Rosxyrt, Reading, Tailor 
Pet Jan4 OriJan4 

HOWELL JAMES eum. Berean’, Cycle Engineer Hereford 
Pet Dec 2i Ord J 

HUTCHINSON, Eewana, Reiland, Bristol, Py aie wa 
Guasmith Bristol Pet Dec li Ord 

JONES, Hy Bedford row, figh Court 
Pet OrdJan5 - 

KNIGHT, "Ticeon Hoe st briige, Waltham tow, Tailor 
High Court Pet Dee? Ord Jan 5 

LaMBroN, ARTHUR, Worthing Brighton Pet Oct 

4 
ERvest, 


Ord Jan 
ym ae Creshire, Coal 
hant Nantwich Pet Jan Ord Jan 6 


LeicH, THOMAS 
Merc 

MatTraews, NORMAN Henry, tytham, Lancs: Solicitor 
Preston Pct Dec4 Ord Jan 

MILLAR, ALEXANDER, Penrith Cumberland, Tailor 
Carlisle Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 

ma Gores, Biackbarn, Tailor Blackburn Pet Deg 
11 Ord Jan5 

MUGGERIDGE, NATHANIEL, Hartfield, Sussex, ape: 
Smith Tunbridge Wells Pat Jan 5 Ord Jan 

NoTARAS, MIGHAEL EMANUEL, ne: 
High Court Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan-4 

PEARSON, JOHN Rospert Jerrs, Church st, Camberwell, 
Photographer High Court Pet Deci8 Ord Jin4 

REDSHAW, ARTHUR, Barnsley, Grocer Barnsley Pet Jan 
5 Ord Jan 5 

Ro3s, CHARLES GILROY, Taplow, Bucks Windsor Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Jan 5 

STAFFORD, ARCHIBALD ALFRED, ate, Stoneman 
Portsmouth PetJan4 Ord J 

STRATFORD, HoRACE OLIVER, Horley, Surrey . Croydon 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan6 

WALKER, ERNE*T Caan, | Netengham, Painter Not 
tingham Pet Jan4 Ord J 

ye Hasling ten, Comedian Blackburn 


YarpD, WILLIAM JOHN, ‘crewkerne, Upholsterer — Yeovil 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are vane by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVE LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for CO3TS in Actions by security 
is ordere! to be giveo, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFIVIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Consequential Loss, 
Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances. 

HEAD OFFICE :—42-4), New Broad Street, E.C. 
West End Office : 61, St, James's Scréet, S.W. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, JANCASTBR PLACK, STRAND, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCILASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans mau be Capitalized. 
©. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, _n 
EsTABLISHED 1823. 
Empowered by Special Acts of ie, 
Reversions, Life Ly a faee 
charge. Ly ye 
Paid up Share and Debenture Capital, £764,028. 
30, Coleman St., London, E. 




















